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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 18, 1993

The House met at 11 a.m.

The Reverend James Healy, pastor,
Our Lady Queen of Peace Catholic
Church, Arlington, VA, offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Creator God, You are truth, Your law
is love. Make these, Your servants,
called by Your people, unrelenting in
their search for truth, unmatched in
their witness to Your love.

Let Your Spirit hover over their
daily deliberations. Give them patience
and persistence in the face of frustra-
tion, conviction and courage in the art
of compromise,

Make them passionate and persuasive
in defense of the poor, discreet and dis-
cerning in demands of the rich. Let the
Constitution be their charter and con-
science their guide.

In matters of principle, make them
intensely serious, in matters of privi-
lege, a little less so.

Make them bold and courageous in
leadership, humble and attentive in
service for the good of Your people and
Your glory, Eternal God.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I de-
mand a vote on agreeing to the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’'s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 253, nays
155, not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 75]
YEAS—253

Abercrombie Baesler Bevill
Ackerman Barcia Bilbray
Andrews (ME) Barlow Bishop
Andrews (NJ) Barrett (WI) Blackwell
Andrews (TX) Bateman Bonior
Applegate Becerra Borski
Archer Beilenson Boucher
Bacchus (FL) Berman Brewster

Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Byrne
Cantwell
Cardin
Carr
Chapman
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Harman
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland

Allard
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)

Hochbrueckner Pastor
Hoke Payne (NJ)
Holden Payne (VA)
Houghton Pelosi
Hoyer Penny
Hughes Peterson (FL)
Hutto Pickett
Hyde Pickle
Inglis Pombo
Inslee Pomeroy
Jefferson Poshard
Johnson (GA) Price (NC)
Johnson (SD) Rahall
Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Kanjorski Ravenel
Kaptur Reed
Kennedy Reynolds
Kennelly Richardson
Kildee Roemer
Kleczka Rose
Klein Rostenkowski
Klink Roth
Kopetski Rowland
Kreidler Roybal-Allard
LaFalce Rush
Lambert Sabo
La S
Lantos Sangmeister
LaRoceo Sarpalius
Lehman Sawyer
Levin Schenk
Lewis (GA) Schumer
Lipinski Scott
Lloyd Serrano
Long Sharp
Lowey Shepherd
Maloney Sisisky
Mann Skaggs
Manton Skelton
Margolies- Slattery

Mezvinsky Slaughter
Markey Smith (IA)
Martinez Smith (NJ)
Matsui Snowe
Mazzoli Stark
McCloskey Stenholm
McCollum Stokes
McCurdy Strickland
MecDermott Studds
McHale Stupak
MeKinney Swett
McNulty Swift
Meehan Synar
Meek Tanner
Menendez Tauzin
Mfume Tejeda
Miller (CA) Thornton
Minge Thurman
Mink Torricelli
Moakley Towns
Mollohan Traficant
Montgomery Valentine
Moran Velazquez
Murtha Vento
Myers Visclosky
Nadler Volkmer
Natcher Waters
Neal (MA) Watt
Neal (NC) Waxman
Oberstar Wheat
Obey Whitten
Olver Wise
Ortiz Woolsey
Orton Wyden
Owens Wynn
Pallone Yates
Parker

NAYS—155
Ballenger Bereuter
Barrett (NE) Bilirakis
Bartlett Bliley
Barton Blute
Bentley Boehlert

Boehner Hoekstra Porter
Bonilla Horn Pryce (OH)
Bunning Huffington Quinn
Burton Hunter Ramstad
Buyer Hutchinson Regula
Callahan Inhofe Ridge
Calvert Istook Roberts
Camp Jacobs Rogers
Canady Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher
Castle Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen
Clinger Kasich Roukema
Coble Kim Royce
Collins (GA) King Santorum
Cox Kingston Saxton
Crane Klug Schaefer
Crapo Knollenberg Schiff
Cunningham Kolbe Schroeder
DeLay Kyl Sensenbrenner
Diaz-Balart Lazio Shaw
Dickey Leach Shays
Doolittle Levy Shuster
Dreier Lewis (CA) Skeen
Duncan Lewis (FL) Smith (MI)
Dunn Lightfoot Smith (OR)
Emerson Linder Smith (TX)
Everett Living Sol
Ewing Machtley Spence
Fawell Manzullo Stearns
Fowler McCandless Stump
Franks (CT) McCrery Sundquist
Franks (NJ) McDade Talent
Gallegly McHugh Taylor (MS)
Gekas Melnnis Taylor (NC)
Gilchrest McKeon Thomas (CA)
Goodlatte McMillan Thomas (WY)
Goodling Meyers Torkildsen
Goss Mica Upton
Grams Michel Vucanovich
Grandy Miller (FL) Walker
Greenwood Molinari Walsh
Gunderson Moorhead Weldon
Hancock Morella Wolf
Hansen Nussle Young (AK)
Hastert Oxley Young (FL)
Hefley Packard Zeliff
Herger Paxon Zimmer
Hobson Petri

NOT VOTING—22
Clay Henry Torres
DeFazio Johnston Tucker
Dornan Laughlin Unsoeld
Fields (TX) Mineta Washington
Ford (TN) Murphy Willlams
Gallo Peterson (MN) Wilson
Gingrich Quillen
Hastings Spratt
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Mr. COBLE changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to “‘nay.”

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

L e——

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from California [Mr. MCKEON] please
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. McKEON led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (1 1407 is 2:07 p-m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with an
amendment in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 904. An act to amend the Airport and
Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improve-
ment, and Intermodal Transportation Act of
1992 with respect to the establishment of the
National Commission to Ensure a Strong
Competitive Airline Industry.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 80. An act to increase the size of the Big
Thicket National Preserve in the State of
Texas by adding the Village Creek corridor
unit, the Big Sandy corridor unit, and the
Canyonlands unit;

S. 164. An act to authorize the adjustment
of the boundaries of the South Dakota por-
tion of the Sioux Ranger District of Custer
National Forest, and for other purposes;

8. 214. An act to authorize the construction
of a memorial on Federal land in the District
of Columbia or its environs to honor mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who served in
World War II and to commemorate U.S. par-
ticipation in that conflict;

S. 252. An act to provide for certain land
exchanges in the State of Idaho, and for
other purposes,

S. 275. An act to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to convey certain lands to the
town of Taos, NM, and for other purposes;

S. 326. An act to revise the boundaries of
the George Washington Birthplace National
Monument, and for other purposes;

5. 328. An act to provide for the rehabilita-
tion of historic structures within the Sandy
Hook Unit of Gateway National Recreation
Area in the State of New Jersey, and for
other purposes;

S. 344. An act to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to conduct a study to determine the
suitability and feasibility of designating the
Fox and Lower Wisconsin River corridors in
the State of Wisconsin as a National Herit-
age Corridor, and for other purposes; and

S. 375. An act to amend the Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers Act by designating a segment of
the Rio Grande in New Mexico as a compo-
nent of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 102-240, the
Chair, announced on behalf of the ma-
jority leader his appointment of Dana
Connors of Maine, as a member of the
National Council on Surface Transpor-
tation Research.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 276d-276g, of title
22, United States Code, the Chair, on
behalf of the Vice President, appoints
Mr. METZENBAUM, as chairman of the
Senate delegation of the Canada-
United States Interparliamentary
Group during the 103d Congress.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 403(a)(2) of Public
Law 100-533, as amended, the Chair, an-
nounced on behalf of the majority lead-
er his reappointment of Mary Ann
Campbell of Arkansas and his appoint-
ment of Barbara Aiello of Maine, as

members of the National Women's
Business Council.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will not
recognize Members for 1-minute re-
quests at this time.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a privileged motion.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BUurRTON of Indiana moves that the
House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 69, noes 343,
answered ‘‘present” 1, not voting 17, as

follows:

[Roll No. 76]

AYES—69

Allard Franks (CT) McCandless
Armey Gallegly McKeon
Baker (CA) Gekas Mica
Baker (LA) Gillmor Miller (FL)
Ballenger Goodling Molinari
Bartlett Greenwood Myers
Bentley Hancock Paxon
Blute Hefley Pombo
Boehner Herger Pryce (OH)
Bonilla Hobson Roberts
Bunning Hoekstra Rohrabacher
Burton Horn Shaw
Buyer Houghton Smith (OR)
Callahan Hunter Smith (TX)
Collins (GA) Johnson (CT) Solomon
Crane Johnson, Sam Spence
Crapo King Stump
DeLay Kingston Sundquist
Doolittle Lazio Thomas (WY)
Duncan Levy Torkildsen
Dunn Lewis (CA) Vucanovich
Everett Lightfoot Walsh
Fawell Livingston Young (AK)

NOES—343
Abercrombie Bliley Coble
Ackerman Boehlert Coleman
Andrews (ME) Bonior Collins (IL)
Andrews (NJ) Borski Collins (MI)
Andrews (TX) Boucher Combest
Applegate Brewster Condit
Archer Brooks Conyers
Bacchus (FL) Browder Cooper
Bachus (AL) Brown (CA) Coppersmith
Baesler Brown (FL) Costello
Barcia Brown (OH) Cox
Barlow Bryant Coyne
Barrett (NE) Byrne Cramer
Barrett (WI) Calvert Cunningham
Barton Camp Danner
Bateman Canady Darden
Becerra Cantwell de la Garza
Beilenson Cardin Deal
Bereuter Carr DeFazio
Berman Castle DeLauro
Bevill Chapman Derrick
Bilbray Clayton Deutsch
Bilirakis Clement Diaz-Balart
Bishop Clinger Dickey
Blackwell Clyburn Dicks
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Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Dreier
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut
Fish

Flake

Ford (MI)
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss

Grams
Grandy
Green
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Hoke
Holden
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde

Inglis
Inhofe
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (S8D)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim
Kleczka
Klein

Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreidler
Kyl
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LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Leach
Levin
Lewis (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolies-

Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKinney
McMillan
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Michel
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed

Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Ridge
Roemer

Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sharp
Shays
Shepherd
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Snowe
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Swift
Synar
Talent

Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thomas (CA)
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walker
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weldon
Wheat
Whitten
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

ANSWERED “PRESENT"'—1

Taylor (NC)
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NOT VOTING—17
Clay Gallo Tauzin
Dellums Gingrich Tucker
Dornan Henry Washington
Fields (TX) Lehman Williams
Foglietta Miller (CA) Wilson
Ford (TN) Quillen

0 1145

Ms. SCHENK, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and
Mr. HUTCHINSON changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF HOUSE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 64, CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1994

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 133 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 133

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
further consideration of the concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 64) setting forth the con-
gressional budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996,
1997, and 1998. The concurrent resclution
shall be considered as read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. No amendment
shall be in order except those printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each amendment
may be offered only in the order printed and
by the named proponent or a designee, shall
be considered as read, shall be debatable for
the time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent, and shall not be subject to amend-
ment except as specified in this resolution.
All points of order against the amendments
printed in the report are waived. If more
than one amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is adopted, only the last to be adopt-
ed shall be considered as finally adopted and
reported to the House. After the conclusion
of consideration of the concurrent resolution
for amendment and a final period of general
debate, which shall not exceed twenty min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Budget, the Commit-
tee shall rise and report the concurrent reso-
lution to the House with such amendment as
may have been finally adopted. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the concurrent resolution and amendments
thereto to final adoption without interven-
ing motion except amendments offered by
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et pursuant to section 305(a)(5) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to achieve
mathematical consistency. The concurrent
resolution shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question of its adoption.

0O 1150

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCDERMOTT). The gentleman from
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California [Mr. BEILENSON] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the customary one-half hour of
debate time to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Goss], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution all time yielded is for pur-
poses of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 133 is
the rule providing for the further con-
sideration of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64, the concurrent resolution on
the congressional budget for the U.S.
Government for fiscal years 1994, 1995,
1996, 1997, and 1998.

The rule makes in order the four sub-
stitutes printed in the Rules Commit-
tee report:

First, the Kasich substitute, debat-
able for 2 hours;

Second, the Solomon substitute, de-
batable for 1 hour;

Third, the Mfume substitute, for the
Black Caucus, debatable for 1 hour;

And finally, the Sabo substitute, con-
sisting of the text of House Concurrent
Resolution 64 as reported by the House
Budget Committee, debatable for 2
hours.

Should more than one of these sub-
stitutes be adopted, the rule provides
that only the last to be adopted shall
be reported to the House.

The rule waives all points of order
against the four substitutes. It also
provides a period of 20 minutes of con-
cluding debate, after disposition of all
the substitutes.

Finally, as provided for in the Con-
gressional Budget Act, amendments
needed to achieve mathematical con-
sistency are also made in order.

Mr. Speaker, as Members are aware,
the role of the Budget Committee is,
and has always been, to develop a blue-
print, a general plan, for the Federal
budget.

The budget resolution is the mecha-
nism through which Congress deter-
mines appropriate, overall Federal
spending and revenue levels, and di-
rects the Appropriations Committee,
the Ways and Means Committee, and
the various authorizing committees, to
report legislation which will achieve
the goals outlined in the resolution.

Specific measures to implement the
budget resolution—appropriations
bills, and reconciliation legislation—
will, of course, be considered later. It is
through those bills that actual deficit-
reduction measures will be debated
and, eventually, enacted into law.
Right now, today, our purpose is to
consider total levels of spending and of
revenues.

The Committee on Rules adopted a
policy over a decade ago, I remind
members, of making in order only com-
prehensive substitutes to the Budget
Committee-reported budget resolution
and, in most years, members of both
parties have agreed on that approach,
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on that framework. We adopted that
policy for a number of reasons:

Primary among them, first, that we
believe that program-level, or line-
item amendments to a budget-resolu-
tion are inappropriate. Such amend-
ments are the province of the authoriz-
ing, appropriating, and tax commit-
tees—not the Budget Committee—and
are only appropriate for consideration
when legislation from those commit-
tees is later considered by the House.

Second, program-level amendments
unnecessarily prolong debate on the
budget resolution. Years ago, when the
Rules Committee allowed line-item
amendments to the budget resolution,
floor consideration of the resolution
could often take several weeks—that
is, weeks, not days but weeks. The
amendments offered were often dupli-
cative amendments, which were also
offered to the authorizing and appro-
priating bills. It was not a constructive
use of floor time.

As the minority members of the
Rules Committee know, we are quite
sympathetic to providing more open
rules in many cases. But this is a case
where it is completely inappropriate to
allow anything more than the com-
prehensive alternatives that the com-
mittee has made, in fact, in order
under this rule. The three substitutes
made in order do, each of them, offer a
comprehensive alternative to the budg-
et as reported by the Budget Commit-
tee.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would
like to commend, on behalf of all the
members of the Committee on Rules,
each of the three authors—the ranking
minority member of the House Budget
Committee, Mr. KASICH; the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]; and the
gentleman from  Maryland [Mr.
MFUME], and his colleagues on the Con-
gressional Black Caucus—for the work
they have done in putting together al-
ternative fiscal plans, which do, in
fact, give the Members of this House
several different options for determin-
ing fiscal policy for the years ahead of
us.

In all, Members will have four com-
prehensive budget blueprints, two Re-
publican and two Democratic, from
which to choose the best course for the
Federal budget for the next 5 years.

I also wish to commend once again,
as I did yesterday, and I am sure Mem-
bers will join me in these remarks, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]
for his diligent and effective work in
developing a budget resolution in a
very difficult time, one of great time
constraints, a budget resolution that
cuts an additional $63 billion from Mr.
Clinton's budget plan over the 5-year
period from fiscal year 1994 through fis-
cal year 1998.

In all, the resolution, as reported by
the Committee on the Budget, would
reduce the Federal deficit by $42 billion
in fiscal year 1994 and by $510 billion
over the next 5 years.
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These savings, may I again remind
our colleagues, represent real, sub-
stantive cuts. Under the Committee on
the Budget's plan, we will be spending
less in actual dollars on discretionary
programs in every year, from 1994
through 1998, then we spend in 1993.
Thus, discretionary spending will be
frozen, with no increase for inflation,
for the next 5 years.

The remainder of the $510 billion in
deficit reduction is achieved through
reconciliation instructions to 13 au-
thorizing committees. Those savings
will be enacted this year in a single,
omnibus reconciliation bill through
permanent changes in the law.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, our friends on the other
side of the aisle have touted the change
that has taken place in the Federal
Government—the new beginning—the
death knoll for gridlock. True, what we
see on the floor today—and in fact al-
most every day of this fledgling 103d
Congress—is an evolution out of
gridlock. But gridlock to grief is not
exactly what Americans had in mind,
and this budget resolution brings us
grief.

On the agenda today is a budget reso-
lution that calls for more than $300 bil-
lion in new taxes—for those who find
billions hard to compute that trans-
lates into an average of $500 a year in
higher taxes for a typical family with
an after-tax income of $34,000. It's a
budget for tens of billions of dollars of
new spending with minimal and mostly
vague spending constraints.

It's a budget that seems to ignore
pleas from the American people to cut
spending first and a budget that has
disregarded collective proposals, in-
cluding one of mine, to make specific
and real budget cuts of hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars. It is a budget that
leaves us with a rising deficit in 1998—
even after enormous tax hikes and tre-
mendous sacrifice.

And it is a budget resolution that
will likely pass without the benefit of
full scrutiny by all Members because
the Democratic majority—even with
its 80-vote advantage—has once again
engineered a restrictive rule that shuts
out many legitimate and relevant
amendments. At the end of my re-
marks, I will submit the open rule sub-
stitute and the amendments and votes
cast in the Rules Committee on this
subject.

The distinguished minority whip
asked the question most succinctly
yesterday—just what is the Democratic
leadership afraid of? What have we got
to lose by debating the merits of Mr.
WALKER’s proposal? He suggested set-
ting up a 1l0-percent checkoff so tax-
payers can ensure that at least some of
their money is being channeled to debt
reduction.

And what is there to lose from dis-
cussing the distinguished minority
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leader’s very responsible proposal to
guarantee that no extraneous provi-
sions end up in this budget resolution
as it moves through the process? And I
cannot understand what we could pos-
sibly lose by considering substitutes of-
fered by Mr. BURTON and others to sim-
ply limit the growth of all Government
spending over 5 years?

In my view, we have absolutely noth-
ing to lose and everything to gain by
opening up this process. So I ask my
friends on the other side of the aisle—
what are you afraid of? And I implore
my colleagues in this House to remem-
ber that our actions on the budget—our
progress in reducing the deficit, creat-
ing jobs, and encouraging economic
growth—will be the yardstick by which
we will be judged.

Voting for a restrictive rule and
more taxes, higher spending and mini-
mal budget cuts will be remembered.
Members who are unquestioningly fol-
lowing mandates of their leadership
will have some explaining to do. I urge
a “No'" vote on the previous question
s0 we can consider the merits of all the
amendments. Failing that, I urge a
‘““No"" vote on this rule,

ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE RULES COMMITTEE ON
THE PROPOSED RULE FOR THE BUDGET RESO-
LUTION
1. Dreier motion—for an open rule. Re-

jected, 3-7. Yeas: Solomon, Dreier, and Goss.

Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, Frost,

Bonior, Wheat, and Slaughter.

2. Solomon motion—to make in order
Walker amendment No. 2 (see attached sum-
mary of amendments). Rejected, 3-7. Yeas:
Solomon, Dreier, and Goss. Nays: Moakley,
Derrick, Beilenson, Frost, Bonior, Wheat,
and Slaughter.

3. Solomon motion—to make in order
Walker amendment No. 8. Rejected, 3-T.
Yeas: Solomon, Dreier, and Goss. Nays:
Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, Frost, Bonior,
Wheat, and Slaughter.

4, Dreier motion—to make in order Barton
amendment No. 3. Rejected, 3-7. Yeas: Solo-
mon, Dreier, and Goss. Nays: Moakley, Der-
rick, Beilenson, Frost, Bonior, Wheat, and
Slaughter.

5. Goss motion—to make in order Herger
amendment No. 4. Rejected, 3-7. Yeas: Solo-
mon, Dreier, and Goss. Nays: Moakley, Der-
rick, Beilenson, Frost, Bonior, Wheat, and
Slaughter,

6. Goss motion—to make in order Allard
amendment No. 12, Rejected, 3-7. Yeas: Solo-
mon, Dreier, and Goss. Nays: Moakley, Der-
rick, Beilenson, Frost, Bonior, Wheat, and
Slaughter.

7. Dreier en bloc motion—to make in order
the following amendments: Everett No. 5,
Burton No. 7, Bentley No. 9, Allard No. 11,
and Smith (MI) No. 13. Rejected, 3-7. Yeas:
Solomon, Dreier, and Goss. Nays: Moakley,
Derrick, Beilenson, Frost, Bonior, Wheat,
and Slaughter.

8. Derrick motion—to report rule. Adopted,
7-3. Yeas: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson,
Frost, Bonior, Wheat, and Slaughter. Nays:
Solomon, Dreier, and Goss.

AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION 64

1. Sanders: Reduces defense (function 050)
budget authority and outlays by $15 billion
in each of fiscal years 1994-1998. Transfers $9
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billion of that to Income Security (function
600) and $6 billion to Education, Training
(function 500) in each of fiscal years 1994
1998.

2. Walker: Directs Ways and Means and
Government Operations Committees to re-
port, by August 1, 1993. Ways and Means
must recommend changes in law to allow
taxpayers to designate up to 10 percent of
their tax liability to reture the public debt
Government Operations must recommend
changes in law to sequester each year (make
automatic, across-the-board cuts in all
spending except social security, debt pay-
ments and deposit insurance) an amount
equal to the amount taxpayers designate for
reducing the public debt.

3. Barton: Directs engrossing clerk to send
to the Senate a joint resolution proposing a
tax limitation/balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment but only if the House
adopts the conference report on the budget
resolution by a vote of two-thirds of the
total membership.

4. Herger: Reduces amount of total tax in-
creases in each fiscal year by the amount as-
sumed for increased taxes on Social Security
benefits. Reduces spending in 5 functions
(general science, energy, commerce and
housing, transportation, and general govern-
ment). The deficit amount would be cor-
respondingly lowered in fiscal years 1984,
1996, and 1997 and would be increased in fiscal
years 1995 and 1998.

5. Everett: Expresses sense of House that
Members may not increase pay if budget def-
icit has occurred in previous Congress; Mem-
bers should have pay reduced in deficit was
not reduced by previous Congress.

6. Kasich: Reduces the budget deficit by $38

billion in fiscal year 1994 and $450 billion -

over 5 years. Achieves all savings through
spending cuts, but includes some changes in
user fees. Contains no spending or tax in-
creases. Reforms, reduces or eliminates more
than 160 programs. Reduces defense spending
more than $60 billion (half of the President’s
recommendation); increases retirement age
of federal workers; creates block grant for
food and nutrition programs; expands use of
managed care in the Medicaid program; pro-
vides means testing for Medicare benefits for
those with incomes over $100,000; includes
malpractice reform; cuts $5.5 billion from en-
ergy programs; places moratorium on federal
land purchases; funds highway programs at
baseline levels; cuts federal government by
$48 billion over 5 years; cuts federal employ-
ees by 50,000 more than the President; freezes
COLA’'s for federal employees, including
Members of Congress.

7. Burton: Reduces the deficit by $850 bil-
lion over 5§ years by limiting the annual
growth in overall federal spending to no
more than 2 percent.

8. Michel: Establishes a point of order
against extraneous matter in any reconcili-
ation legislation considered at the direction
of the fiscal year 1994 Budget Resolution.
Permits Members to strike provisions that
(1) have no budgetary impact, (2) increase
outlays or decrease revenues where a com-
mittee has not met its reconciliation target,
(3) increase outlays or decrease revenues in
years beyond those covered by the reconcili-
ation bill, and (4) provisions not in the juris-
diction of the Committee reporting the pro-
visions.

9. Bentley: Caps the fiscal year 1994 budget
aggregates and the allocations for each func-
tion at the fiscal year 1993 level, plus two
percentage points. For fiscal years 1995-1998,
caps aggregates and allocations at preceding
year's amounts, plus two percentage points.
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Directs the Committee of the Whole to re-
port, by May 14, 1993, a reconciliation bill to
reduce expenditures by not less than $17.1
billion.

10. Solomon: Lowers total revenues by (1)
eliminating several tax increases (including
Btu tax, increase in tax on Social Security
benefits, and corporate tax hike), (2) raising
the income level at which the 36 percent in-
dividual tax rate begins (from $140,000 to
$200,000 on joint returns), and (3) retaining 10
percent surtax on millionaires. To offset the
revenue lost, includes all spending cuts from
the Kasich substitute and includes $30 billion
in additional cuts (including elimination of
Supercollider, stretchout of space station
funding, further cuts in legislative branch
funding—from 15 to 25 percent, and reduction
by 50 percent for highway demonstration
projects. Also directs appropriate commit-
tees to report, by May 1, 1993, (1) a balanced
budget constitutional amendment, (2) legis-
lation providing the President enhanced re-
scission authority, and (3) legislation modi-
fying maximum deficit amounts (MDASs) to
reflect amounts in the resolution and to trig-
ger sequestration if actual deficits exceed
MDASs.

11. Allard: Decreases total new budget au-
thority for fiscal year 1994 by $1.673 billion.
Decreases outlays as follows: $650 million in
fiscal year 1994, $540 million in fiscal year
1995, $291 million in fiscal year 1996, $131 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1997, and $61 million in fis-
cal year 1998. Decreases deficit levels in cor-
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responding amounts for each fiscal year,
Specifies reductions by budget function,
targeting those areas which traditionally
have had earmarking or individual projects.

12. Allard: Decreases revenue levels in an
amount equal to that which is estimated to
result from a Btu tax. Reduces new spending
in slightly larger amounts than what would
be necessary to offset the lost revenues.

13. Smith (MI): Limits outlay expenditures
in fiscal year 1994 to either (1) the outlay
level of the Kasich substitute or (2) a limited
freeze for fiscal year 1994. The freeze would
limit the increase in Medicare and Medicaid
expenditures to one-half the CBO estimate
(approximately 6.5 percent above the fiscal
year 1993 outlays) and permit an increase in
Social Security to reflect the additional
number of retirees projected. After 1994, the
amendment would limit outlay expenditures
to either (1) the outlay level of the Kasich
substitute or (2) a 1 percent increase in each
budget function, including Social Security
(which would be adjusted to reflect the in-
creased number of retirees). The amendment
assumes the social Security retirement age
would be extended by one month per year for
36 years.

14. Mfume: Redistributes among domestic
discretionary functions to provide increases
for education, competitiveness in new tech-
nologies, attacking homelessness and war on
drugs. Rejects Btu tax; imposes new cor-
porate and individual equity tax measures.
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155
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'Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisla-
tion, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order.
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted.

Z0pen rules are those which permit any member to offer any germane
amendment to a measure 50 long as it is otherwise in compliance with the
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rules, as well as completely closed rules. and rules providing for consider-
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Note—Code: C-Closed; MC-Modified closed: MO-Maditied open: 0-Open; D-Democrat; R-Republican; PQ: Previous question; A-Adopted; F-Failed.

H. REs. 133

An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. Goss:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following: ““That at
any time after the adoption of this resolu-
tion the Speaker may, pursuant to clause
1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the House resolved
into the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further consid-
eration of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 64) setting forth the congressional budg-
et for the United States for the fiscal years
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998. Following any
general debate time remaining as provided
for in H. Res. 131, the concurrent resolution
shall be considered for amendment under
five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the concurrent resolution
for amendment the Committee shall rise and
report the concurrent resolution to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the concur-
rent resolution and amendments thereto to
final adoption without intervening motion.”.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON].
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. Speaker,
as the President has presented his eco-
nomic plan to the country, the Con-
gress has gone out into the country to

discuss and listen and debate that plan.
Over and over again we hear that what
the majority of the Americans want is
more spending cuts first before we look
at tax increases.

In order to do that, regardless of
which budget resolution we adopt
today, we have to have process reform.
The single most important process re-
form that we must have is a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
of the United States.

I went to the Rules Committee yes-
terday to present as an amendment to
any budget resolution that would be
adopted the Barton-Tauzin balanced
budget tax limitation amendment. The
amendment was voted on in the House
last summer and got 200 votes. It has
bipartisan support. It has been en-
dorsed yesterday by the entire Repub-
lican conference, all 175 members. The
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAU-
ZIN], is my chief Democratic cosponsor,
and we have over 25 Democratic co-
SpONSOrs.

The Rules Committee waived all
points of order on all amendments and
all alternatives today, but they refused
to let the Barton-Tauzin balanced
budget amendment come to the floor to

be adopted as an amendment to any of
these budget resolutions. It does not
matter what budget resolution we pass
today, until we have process reform
with real discipline, the resolutions are
not worth the paper they are printed
on.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote so that we can go
back to the Rules Committee and make
the Barton-Tauzin amendment in
order. We have to have a balanced
budget amendment. We have to have it
in this Congress. We need a chance to
do it today. The Rules Committee said
no. We should reject this rule to give
us another opportunity.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER].

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Speaker, the
Democrats’ tax increases are going to
hurt American families. The Demo-
crats’ tax increases are going to hurt
American employers. But tragically
these tax increases will not reduce the
deficit. Tax increases never reduce the
deficit, and there are a lot of reasons
for that.

One important reason is that people
actually do behave differently when
they are taxed more. This is something
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that the economic models that are used
by the Budget Committee completely
disregard. But the fact is when people’s
maximum marginal tax rates go up by
37 percent, as is the case in this pro-
posal, they are going to get into tax
shelters, they are going to get into mu-
nicipal bonds, and the Federal Govern-
ment will not get a nickel from those
investments. They are going to defer
the realization of their income, and
yes, they may even do less work, earn
less money, and some may even retire
from the work force altogether.

Another reason why raising taxes
will not decrease the deficit is that in-
creased taxes hurt the economy so
badly that they cost jobs loss and they
reduce the income that working people
make, so that even when the tax rates
go up the tax revenues do not.

The fact is that the rich, whom many
of these taxes are aimed at, and the
corporations, whom many of these
taxes are aimed at, are also known as
investors and employers, and the con-
striction of the economy that is going
to be caused by these tax increases will
reduce revenues.

Finally, even if every nickel of pro-
jected tax revenues came into the Fed-
eral Treasury, we still would not use
them to reduce the deficit, because as
we know too well, whenever Congress
has gotten extra revenues from tax in-
creases it has spent every nickel and
then some. This is the history of 1982,
of 1986, of Gramm-Rudman I, of
Gramm-Rudman II. There is no reason
to believe that will be different this
time.

Vote for the Kasich substitute and
against the Democrats’ proposal.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. President, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. POSHARD).

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and this budget res-
olution. I just concluded over 20 town
meetings in my district, 6 meetings on
the budget alone, trying to help our
people understand the problems associ-
ated with the hard choices we must
make on this issue. People would stand
up in those meetings and voice their
concerns about some part of the budg-
et. Program services cuts, tax in-
creases, sometimes expressing anger
over their Government letting this
country get to $4 trillion in debt. But
inevitably those same people would
come up to me at the end of the meet-
ing and say:

Congressman, we know the choices are
tough, but we can tolerate this debt no
longer. Change the direction and turn this
country around from the accumulation of
more deficits. We know that when the execu-
tive branch has told us we never have to pay
for anything, that is wrong. And when the
legislative branch tells us we never have to
do without anything, that's equally wrong.
Stop the blaming. Yes, we know that Presi-
dent Reagan doubled the defense budget and
cut the taxes of the wealthiest people in this
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country. We also know that Democrats have
opposed the line-item veto to find a mecha-
nism to get the unnecessary and nonpriority
spending out of the budget. And we know
that all of you let the special interests too
greatly affect your decisions. We know that
it's not always possible to anticipate an S&L
bailout, or a Persian Gulf war, or a flat econ-
omy, all of which contribute to the deficit,
but Congressman, we also know that if you
people choose to work together, you can
change the direction of this country and this
deficit. Do it.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Presi-
dent’s budget because it is the most re-
alistic approach to resolving the deficit
crisis facing our country. It recognizes
that almost every American will be
called upon to help his country. It does
not offer an easy course promising no
pain, or only pain for those who are in
a different economic class than we are.
It challenges the wealthiest to pay a
fairer share in support of the plight of
the middle class in this country and it
challenges the middle class to think of
the poorest among us.

This debate, sir, is not about Bill
Clinton. It is about our children, their
nutrition, their health care, their edu-
cation, their future. This debate is not
about Congress, it is about our coun-
try. Its future. Our future. This debate
is about establishing accountability
again by being honest with the people,
admitting that some things have to be
paid for now and that some nonpriority
things have to go now. Years from this
moment the history books will look us
squarely in the eye and they will
record this decision for posterity. Will
they say that we found the courage to
make the hardest choice in the most
difficult of times or will they say that
we had not the courage. That we set-
tled for the easy course once again, be-
cause we cared more about winning the
political battle than we cared about
winning the future for our children. In
my judgment, the President's budget
gives us the best opportunity to win
that future.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5%
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON], the author of the freeze
amendment. We cannot hold him re-
sponsible for the weather in Washing-
ton; this is the budget freeze.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

I love these impassioned speeches
that we just hear from the other side
about how we have got to sacrifice and
we have to be honest with the Amer-
ican people and that we have to help
their country.

We brought a budget alternative to
the Committee on Rules yesterday that
would not raise America’s taxes but
would cut Government spending. It
would pinch some toes, but it would
not cause economic chaos, and they
say, ‘‘You cannot get there without tax
increases.”
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Well, America, there is a list of $1.1
trillion in spending cuts that could be
made that will get us to a balanced
budget in 5 to 6 years without any tax
increase.

We had the largest tax increase, or
one of them, 2 years ago, and they said
that would get us to a balanced budget.
What did it do? It led to a major reces-
sion, and they said it was going to be
used for deficit reduction, and for every
$1 in new taxes, they spent $2.70. It did
not amount to much in deficit reduc-
tion, but it did feather a lot of their po-
litical nests.

But they will tell you that we have
got to raise your taxes, and get this,
folks, $402 billion, $325.5 billion in tax
increases and the rest in fees and other
things they are calling spending cuts,
$402 billion in new taxes.

And get this: That is more than dou-
ble the largest tax increase in history,
yet they will tell you that is going to
solve our economic problems. What it
is going to do is put more taxes on the
backs of businesses, and then those
businesses who have to pass that on to
the consumer are going to do so. It is
going to price them out of competition.
We are going to lose market share
around the world to our competitors,
and jobs will be driven out of this coun-
try.

Economists are telling us that the
Clinton proposal will cost 1.4 million
jobs over the next 5 years. All of their
spending cuts are in the fourth and
fifth years. All the tax increases and
new spending is on the front end. We
are going to have two Congresses elect-
ed between now and when the spending
cuts take place. Do you think they will
really take place? Not on your life.

They are going to raise your taxes
and spend the money. We will never see
the spending cuts.

So how do we get to a balanced budg-
et? How do we save our kids and the fu-
ture of this country? We do it by mak-
ing the hard choices, by cutting spend-
ing.

What my budget does is it caps the
growth of spending at no more than 2
percent a year, and we get there by
changing, out of this $1.1 trillion, we
get there by taking $848 billion out of
these spending increases to get to the
balanced budget. Sure, we are going to
have to make the hard choices, but we
do not have to take all of these spend-
ing cuts.

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No. I do not
have the time. I am sorry.

We only have to take $848 billion out
of this.

But what do they want to do? They
want to convince you and the Amer-
ican people that the only way there is
going to be any solution to this prob-
lem and the only way we are going to
get there is by the pain of more taxes
and the pain of more taxes to the tune
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of more than double the largest tax in-
crease in history.

It is going to put people out of work,
drive companies out of this country,
offshore into Taiwan and elsewhere,
and it is going to hurt the economy
dramatically. They are going to do ir-
reparable damage to this economy with
those tax increases.

We can cut the spending. The first
thing we ought to be doing is taking a
meat cleaver to the spending.

Ten years ago we brought in $500 bil-
lion in taxes. Today it is $1.2 trillion.
We have almost tripled the tax reve-
nues, yet they are still $400 billion
short.

The problem is not that we do not
have enough money. The problem is
they are spending too much.

And now their President wants to
load another $402 billion onto your
backs.

The answer, if we are going to have
shared pain, is not more taxes. The an-
swer is to make hard choices, prioritize
spending, cut out a lot of this stuff,
and get to a balanced budget, not on
the backs of the American people with
more taxes, but by spending cuts. That
is the answer.

If you look at this chart, you will see
that, based upon current revenue pro-
jections by CBO, we will be at a bal-
anced budget with a 2-percent solution
by right at the turn of the century. If
we use their plan, make no mistake
about it, in 5 years you will be saddled
with these taxes, and the budget will
not be balanced. It will be worse. We
will be in a bigger deficit hole, and we
will have much more unemployment,
and for each 1 percent of unemploy-
ment, it costs the Treasury and you,
the taxpayer, $42 billion, $42 billion,
and that is just another one of the
problems they are going to create by
hurting the economy with higher and
higher taxes.

I would just like to say to my col-
leagues that lest you believe what I am
saying, look at what they are doing;
lest you believe what I am saying, the
first bill they are bringing before this
body, spending bill, is $19 billion, and it
is almost all pork.

They will tell you that they are try-
ing to cut spending and do the respon-
sible thing. Let me just tell you what
is in that bill: $6 million for a beach
parking garage in some Congressman'’s
district, $1 million for a cemetery in
some Congressman’s district, a movie
theater, $3.5 million, for historic pres-
ervation in some Congressman's dis-
trict, $4.5 million in gym replacement
in some Congressman’s district, $3.25
million in a pool, swimming pool ren-
ovation, and yet they tell you they are
doing the responsible thing.

Cut spending, America.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BRYANT].
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Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, Members
of the House, I would like to say sim-
ply that the presentation which I just
heard made by the gentleman from In-
diana is, in my opinion, and I think it
would be backed up by any credible
analysis, almost completely and to-
tally incorrect and, I presume, pre-
sented to this House for some motive
other than simply trying to pass the
amendment that he was talking about.
I would observe, and I think it is very
important to observe, the Committee
on Rules permitted the ranking Repub-
lican member of the Committee on the
Budget, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KasicH], to bring forward his proposal
for how this budget should be treated
as an alternative to the Democratic
proposal, and also permitted the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the ranking Republican member of the
Committee on Rules, to bring forward
his proposal regarding the budget.

I am sorry, Mr. BURTON, that they did
not let you bring yours forward, and all
I can say is with regard to this long list
you very dramatically dropped out
here in front of the House, apparently
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]
did not agree with you either, and ap-
parently the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SoLOMON] did not either, because
their amendments do not include what
you showed the Members of this House.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRYANT. And I would say to the
gentleman the same thing he just said
to me a moment ago when I asked him
to yield: Mr. BURTON, I do not have the
time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. You do. You
are the only speaker on your side.
Yield for just a moment.

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, I stand
before the House today—

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. You do not
want to answer?

Mr. BRYANT. I would observe, Mr.
BURTON, that you did not yield to me,
and so I will not afford you the same
courtesy. If you choose to stand before
this House and present what, in my
view, are totally incorrect inferences
and totally incorrect assertions, I do
not believe that you ought to be al-
lowed to do so without having to de-
fend it and then come forward and ask
us to yield to you, and I will not yield
to you for that reason.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
Clinton budget and of the Budget pack-
age of the Budget Committee of the
House. I think it is indeed the first
genuine and dramatic step forward in
dealing with the economic holocaust
that we suffered in the 1980’s, when we
added approximately $2 trillion to the
national debt, based upon budget pro-
posals which came from two Presidents
nominated by those on the Republican
side of the aisle.
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I suggest that it is time for us to step
up to the plate and recognize our re-
sponsibilities, which are, number one,
that we must deal with this budget
problem in a way that eliminates defi-
cits and also takes into consideration
the absolute necessity to maintain eco-
nomic growth.

This budget reduces deficit spending
over the next 5 years by $510 billion. It
is a dramatic improvement in what we
have been doing and it is a genuine
step forward toward economic viabil-
ity. It reduces deficits by more than
the Republican package which is before
us today.

It also limits discretionary spending
to the same level that was enacted for
1993, that is for this fiscal year, during
each of the next 5 years, and in my
opinion that is also a dramatic step
forward.

It cuts $63 billion more in spending
than even the President proposed to us.

It is a responsible package. It takes
into consideration the need to protect
economic growth and also to eliminate
these deficits, and it is a courageous
proposal on the part of President Clin-
ton to come forward and tell the Amer-
ican people that he is not going to be
another one of these no pain Presi-
dents. We have had no pain Presi-
dencies for 12 years, and now the pain
facing the American people is greater
than anything we could possibly have
imagined.

I submit to you that a President who
is willing to come forward and say we
need to make cuts and we need to in-
crease taxes in certain areas is a Presi-
dent with courage who deserves to be
followed, and I call upon the Members
of the House today to vote for this rule
and to follow him.

These new taxes apply to wealthiest
Americans who have reaped the bene-
fits of 12 years of Republican rule, who
have reaped the benefits of tax changes
that have increased their share of the
national wealth at the expense of ev-
erybody else.

It is not wrong to suggest that they
might endure slight increases in the
tax rates which they must face on
April 15. It is not wrong of us to say
that taxes are a part of the solution to
a budget problem that is completely
out of control.

I submit to you it would be wrong to
turn down this package. I urge you to
vote for the very responsible rule now
pending before the House and to vote
for the budget package which follows.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I just would like to call to the atten-
tion of my good friend, the gentleman
form Texas, that I did not include the
Burton freeze in my substitute simply
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because my substitute goes even fur-
ther. I would be putting spending back
in if I did that.

But let me say this. That issue of the
freeze is a legitimate issue that should
be on this floor for legitimate debate
by both sides.

There was a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] which has a check-off of 10
percent of your income tax to go to-
ward reducing this deficit.

Now, some people agree with it, some
do not.

They are legitimate issues that
should be debated on this floor, and to
make those substitutes in order and to
have free and open debate would be
fair.

I think the gentleman’s constituents
in Texas would like it. I know mine
would, and that is all that I think the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]
was tying to make on that point.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield.

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I just want to say to my colleague,
the gentleman from Texas and for the
edification of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas, that all of these
cuts came from the Kasich plan and
the Heritage Foundation. They are
very real cuts. They are not imaginery.

The problem is the Democrats do not
want to make the hard choices. They
would much rather load taxes on the
backs of the American people and
spend the money, instead of making
the hard choices on the cuts that are
necessary.

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BYRANT. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to observe that if indeed the
cuts of the gentleman from Indiana are
in the plan of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] or they are in the
plan of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KASICH], that I cannot understand what
the gentleman is complaining about.
We are going to vote on what the gen-
tleman proposed. If that is true, then
the gentleman has no complaint.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if I
might just reclaim my time, his freeze
is not in any of the plans.

Mr. BRYANT. Why not?

Mr. SOLOMON. Well, because it is a
different concept and that different
concept ought to be debated, because
some of us want to make such deeper
cuts in specific items.

Mine, for instance, eliminates the
superconducting super collider in the
gentleman’s State of Texas. The gen-
tleman does not like that. Some other
people do not like it.

Mine eliminates one-third of the cost
of the space station. Some people do
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not like that. He should have had his
day in court.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, this past
decade has been a decade of deficits,
deficits created by a gridlocked Na-
tional Government, a gridlock that re-
sulted because of an unwillingness on
the part of political leaders to address
honestly those elements of our Federal
budget which needed to be restrained if
we were truly to eliminate the red ink.

For a decade we denied that in order
to solve this monstrous problem, every
item within the Federal budget needed
to be placed on the table and cuts need-
ed to be applied fairly throughout
those accounts.

We denied the reality that in order to
get rid of 200 or 300 billion dollars’
worth of red ink that Pentagon spend-
ing needed to be dramatically cur-
tailed.

We denied the reality that tough
choices needed to made within the do-
mestic discretionary spending agenda
and that at the very least a spending
cap or a freeze needed to be achieved in
that area to force programs to compete
one against another so that lower pri-
ority programs would be cut and higher
priority programs would be benefited.

We denied that entitlement spending
needed to be part of a budget solution.
Yet, health care costs and retirement
costs and farm program costs and other
mandatory program costs are really
the dragon that is eating up so much of
this Federal budget and causing a large
share of our deficit spending.

We were afraid for a decade to admit
that even with the deepest of cuts in
the Pentagon and in domestic pro-
grams and in the entitlement areas, we
would probably have to raise taxes to
balance this budget.

The American people proved in 1992
that they were ready to hear the truth.
In response, we can credit President
Clinton for presenting an honest budg-
et to the country, a budget that has
changed the dynamic of the debate
about Federal spending.

President Clinton did what his prede-
cessors would not. He put everything
on the table.

President Clinton suggested 150 spe-
cific program cuts.

President Clinton opened the door to
Social Security cuts by suggesting that
the wealthiest seniors pay some taxes
on their Social Security income as a
way of contributing to our deficit re-
duction goals.

President Clinton admitted that
taxes had to be part of the mix. As a
consequence this year for the first time
in a decade we have had a relatively
honest discussion of budget priorities
and budget decisions as we approach a
solution to this Nation's deficit prob-
lems.
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The House Budget Committee did the
President one better. In the course of
their work, they added $63 billion
worth of spending cuts to the Presi-
dent’s budget package. Effectively they
have presented to us a budget that will
call upon us to adhere to a 5 year
spending freeze on discretionary spend-
ing. A spending freeze for 5 years is a
tough proposition any way you look at
it.

Further, they included additional en-
titlement cuts by limiting COLA’s on
certain retirement programs.

This is a tough budget. This is an
honest budget. Those of us in the
Democratic Party who led the call for
additional cuts appreciate the coopera-
tion we have received from the White
House and from Chairman SABO in pur-
suing these additional savings.

As a result, we now have a budget
that will help us move closer to the
President’s goal of reducing the Fed-
eral deficit by 50 percent over the next
4 years.

This time around we have an honest
debate. This time around we have all
the elements on the table.
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For the first time in a decade Ameri-
can's and their leaders in Washington
are finally facing the fact that there is
no easy way to eliminate the deficit,
that tough decisions are required.
While this may be a tough vote for
some Members of Congress, it is the
right vote for the country.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a yes vote on the
budget.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1'%
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
praise the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON] for the excellent job that he
has done in presenting and preparing a
freeze resolution.

I have long felt that this is the only
sensible way to move on the most dif-
ficult guestion this Congress faces,
which is how to get under control the
massive deficits in which the Govern-
ment has been engaged for decades and
will be for more.

I particularly appreciate the words of
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOoLOMON] that this proposal deserves
its day in court.

Mr. Speaker, this is the only proposal
before the House that does either not
increase fees or not increase taxes. We
do not touch Social Security or com-
parable government retirement pro-
grams. We freeze the budget at 2 per-
cent growth rate per year, and by the
year 2000, Mr. Speaker, the budget
would be in balance, and $848 billion
would have been saved.

I say to my colleagues, “If you're
talking about fairness, fairness means
all programs, but a very small number
treated equally and feel the pain
equally.”
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A few weeks ago I introduced H.R.
1099. It was based on two principles,
and I suggest that we face up to those
principles:

No. 1, that Congress should act like a
true board of directors and set the
broad target, but set it firmly; No. 2,
the President should be held account-
able for moving funds within that
broad target.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON] has approached
that. I have approached it. H.R. 1099 is
before the Committee on Government
Operations. The freeze type proposal in
the nature of a substitute deserves a
hearing in committee and on this floor.
The Budget Act of 1974 in this regard is
completely outdated.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]
for yielding this time to me, and, Mr.
Speaker, I am obviously disappointed
that this rule did not allow a variety of
alternatives to come to the floor, one
of which the Committee on Rules had
before them that was an attempt to
allow me to offer the 10-percent check-
off debt buy-down amendment which
would give the American people an op-
portunity for the first time to check
off on their tax form money to buy
down the national debt and, thereby, at
the same time reduce the deficit be-
cause it forces the Government to
match dollar for dollar every debt buy-
down dollar with a dollar of spending
cuts. This particular proposal not only
balances the budget in 5 years, but in
15 years, worked optimally, accord-
ingly to CBO, this is something that
actually wipes out the entire national
debt.

Now whether my colleagues agree
with that as a concept or whether they
do not; maybe there are people in this
body who just do not want the Amer-
ican people involved in the process, but
at least it is something that deserves
discussion on the floor. It was an en-
tirely germane amendment. What I am
told is that we were told at the Com-
mittee on Rules that we could not do
this because it was not in the form of
a substitute and they only allow sub-
stitutes. Well, that is not right.

Mr. Speaker, back in 1991, when we
were debating the budget resolution for
1992, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
FORD] offered a perfecting amendment.
He was given an opportunity because
he is a Democrat to come to the floor
with something other than a sub-
stitute. However, Mr. Speaker, when a
Republican goes to the Committee on
Rules, asks for a perfecting amend-
ment, asks for a procedural amend-
ment, Republicans are told, ‘‘No, you
may only bring a substitute,” and, if
you are Mr. BURTON and bring a sub-
stitute, you are told, “No, you can't
even have that."
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Now, if my colleagues wonder why we
think this place operates unfairly, just
consider how the budget has been de-
bated thus far. First of all, on the
budget resolution they got 5% hours of
debate on the Democrat side. We got
4%2 hours of debate. That is pretty un-
fair. They got their amendments; we do
not get our amendments. They get
their substitutes, and, as my col-
leagues know, we get only a couple of
substitutes, but not what we ask for.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me this rule
is a travesty.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. EVERETT].

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
heard a lot today on how taxpayers
must suffer. Share of pain we call it. I
have not heard anything about how the
Congress must share the pain with the
public.

Yesterday in the Committee on Rules
I asked to offer a simple amendment to
the budget resolution. It would express
the sense of Congress that Members
should not receive an increase in pay if
there is a budget deficit left by the pre-
ceding Congress.

Mr. Speaker, Members of Congress
talk a good game of deficit reduction,
but in the end do they really care
about the fiscal responsibility since
there is no penalty? There is a percep-
tion in the public that they do not
care.

Most. American workers get paid ac-
cording to their job performance, Mr.
Speaker, and I ask, '‘*“Why should our
work place be any different? Why
shouldn’t Members of Congress receive
compensation on a pay-per-perform-
ance basis just like other Americans? If
Congress cannot reduce the deficit in
an effective way, then freeze the pay
level.

We are public servants. We serve the
public. If anything, we should face
higher standards as public servants.
There is a national perception that
Members of this institution seem to
have it backwards.

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe that be-
fore Congress can lead this Nation to
face the difficult tasks before us that
we must show the Nation we are will-
ing to lead by example. The House
should be given a chance to state its
position on this concept. The amend-
ment would help change the perception
that Congress protects its own purse
while taking from the taxpayers.

It is a fair amendment, Mr. Speaker,
fair to the Members of Congress and
fair to the taxpayer. It would penalize
Congress if it did not perform, and it
should have been allowed.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 7T min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Hawaii
[Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the President's in-
vestment plan. It is exactly what is

5599

needed to restore this country to its
rightful place as the leader in the
international global marketplace
through emphasis in education and
basic research. This 5-year budget plan
will increase funding for education by
over $38 billion. This is a solid boost
which will arm our students with high-
er level curriculum, better trained
teachers, better equipment, more
books and an enhanced teaching capac-
ity in all of our classrooms across
America.

President Clinton has put forth a
comprehensive plan. I give it vigorous
support because it will enhance the
lives of women all across this Nation.

Let us not forget that half of Amer-
ican jobs are held by women. A jobs
program will help women.

Women have suffered disproportion-
ately over the last decade from failure
of the prior administrations to think in
terms of investing in the human needs
of our working population: education,
job training, child care, health, and
equal opportunity.

We now have a President who speaks
and thinks in terms of investment in
human infrastructure.

Today 62 percent of those in poverty
are women. Clinton’s plan will put
thousands of women back to work.
This is a direction and priority that
has been missing for the last decade.

Head Start for a million more chil-
dren means jobs for tens of thousands
of women. Providing high quality edu-
cational programs for these young chil-
dren will not only employ thousands of
women in the Head Start Program, but
it will enable thousands more of the
mothers of these children to get into
jobs and job training.

Of all families who live in poverty, 51
percent are headed by women; 4.5 mil-
lion women who work, live in poverty
despite their jobs. Every time that our
program lifts these women out of pov-
erty into better paying jobs, it is a step
up in the effort at deficit reduction.

Every child in Head Start opens up
the possibility that the parent or par-
ents have a better chance too to tool
up their skills and seek a better job to
work their way out of poverty. The
dividends from our investment in Head
Start are enormous.

It is this kind of investment plan
seen throughout the Clinton program
that promises the best hope for the fu-
ture in terms of economic recovery and
family stability.

Likewise, full funding of WIC for poor
women, infants and children will save
lives and lower the cost of health care
among these most vulnerable and at-
risk persons in our society. Every child
this program captures means dollars in
savings in the future. It is a long-term
investment in our future which will
pay dividends from the day it feeds a
hungry child.

Earned income tax credit will stimu-
late low-wage earners earning under
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$30,000 to stay on the job to receive this
credit. Many, if not a majority of these
families who will be helped, consist of
women wage earners. As they work
their way out of poverty they will be
reducing the deficit.

Child care support is included in the
Clinton plan through the block grant
program. If I have any grief about what
is missing in the Clinton program it is
that it does not provide enough in child
care support funding. Women need
good, high-quality child care programs.
Women with young children make up a
good percentage of the work force.
They need quality programs where
they can leave their children with con-
fidence that they will be receiving a
good educational program, as good, if
not better, than Head Start. America
does not have a nanny problem. Most
women cannot afford such a luxury.
Women need affordable child care pro-
grams available at the workplace, at
their colleges, close to their homes and
in their communities.

Education funding like chapter I, Job
Corps centers, summer jobs for teen-
agers, job training programs, and oth-
ers included in the President's plan
will help young women move toward
their first job better prepared and more
highly trained.

To protect them in their jobs, to as-
sure their right to advance without dis-
crimination and harassment, the Clin-
ton plan also provides for additional
enforcement in the civil rights of
workers, in particular the minorities
and women.

Women must be assured access to
jobs in this renewed, revitalized Amer-
ica—whether it is infrastructure jobs,
small business investment loans to
start a new business, or promotions
into positions of management.

The President’s plan is preserved in
tact in this House budget resolution,
House Concurrent Resolution 64. It is
good for the economy, it reduces the
deficit, it raises taxes and cuts spend-
ing on an equal ratio of 1 to 1, it will
rebuild lives, create jobs, and give hope
to millions that finally we have a
President who cares about people and
indeed puts them first.

I urge a ‘“‘yes" vote for this resolu-
tion because it is good for America and
more importantly because it is good for
women, and it is the best beginning we
have had in 12 years.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from the midwest coast of Flor-
ida, Mr. BILIRAKIS.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve, contrary to the impression we
may have been giving for the past few
hours to people watching at home,
there are many things upon which we
can all agree here today.

We all want America to remain the
strongest country in the world, both
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militarily and economically. We want
our children to grow up healthy, well-
educated, drug free and prosperous.
And we want to reduce the burgeoning
Federal deficit.

Make no mistake. We don't like it.
We don't like having to say, over and
over, that Federal Government spend-
ing must be contained, that waste
must be eliminated, that the bloated
bureaucracy must be deflated and that
all programs must be examined with an
eye toward cutting. We don't like to
argue, over and over again, that we
need a balanced budget amendment and
a line-item veto.

No, it would be much easier to just
keep piling money on every program
year after year, regardless of effective-
ness or continued need. It is far easier
to spend money than it is to save
money. It is much more pleasant to
create programs than it is to cut pro-
grams.

In short, it is much easier to give
than it is to take away.

Mr. Speaker, I believe all of us would
like our President to succeed. But this
budget will inflict real and long-term
pain on average Americans in many
ways.

But perhaps the most important as-
pect of the President’s plan is that the
taxes that he has proposed will come
immediately, while deficit reduction
remains a vague promise and a dim
light at the end of the tunnel.

The President’s budget raises taxes
on Social Security recipients, cuts
Medicare reimbursements and imposes
a brutally regressive energy tax on ev-
eryone, regardless of income.

Americans have said they would pay
more taxes to reduce the deficit. They
have said they are willing to sacrifice.
But they want results. And the fact is
that the new tax money which is pro-
posed, tragically, will not go toward re-
ducing the deficit. It will go toward
new spending.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinghished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

The question is on the decision of the
Committee on Rules not to allow cer-
tain amendments to come before this
body. I am disappointed that seven
Members of the Committee on Rules
can dictate what Members of the U.S.
Congress will even be allowed to vote
on.

We have heard a lot of talk about
whether or not we want to balance the
budget. During the election campaign,
politicians proclaimed that ‘‘the Fed-
eral Government ought to live within
its means” and led voters to believe
that they could stop overspending.

My proposal to the Rules Committee,
in a request to allow this Chamber to
vote on the only balanced budget reso-
lution before it, was denied. This reso-
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lution would have frozen wages of not
only Government employees, but legis-
lators. It would have limited the
growth of Government in the early
years from a freeze to a 6.5-percent in-
crease. It would have cut the fat out of
much wasteful Government spending.
It would have cut §$1 trillion out of
Government spending over the next 5
years. Eliminating Government over-
spending would result in interest sav-
ings alone of $112 billion. The proposal
included budget cuts supported by the
Heritage Foundation, the Cato Insti-
tute, Bush administration, and Clinton
administration.

As we look at this 55-page document
that Jon Gauthier of my staff and I put
together, it is important to put our ac-
tions where our mouth and our politi-
cal rhetoric is. Government ought to
have the kind of restraint on spending
that American families must have in
order to balance their checkbooks.

Congress agrees that the Federal def-
icit is not fair to future generations.
Congress should not only be allowed to
vote on a balanced budget, in fairness
to taxpayers, it ought to be required.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. LINDER].

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

We have been hearing a lot of claims
about what this budget of Mr. Clinton's
will do. We have been told we cannot
tolerate this debt, that we must elimi-
nate the deficit, and that this budget
reduces debt. I wish it were true.
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If it were, I could support it. But
under Mr. Clinton's own numbers,
under his own predictions, this budget
is going to in 4 years increase the debt
of America by $916 billion. That is in
one term $183 billion more than the
first Reagan term. In one term it is
$238 billion more in deficit than under
the Reagan second term.

In 4 or 5 years under this program,
welfare becomes the third largest item
in the budget, larger than defense.

Mr. Speaker, this is a budget-busting
proposal to move moneys from defense
to welfare, and it ought to be defeated.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BROWDER].

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule for consideration of
the budget resolution for fiscal year
1994. The rule makes in order three al-
ternatives to the Budget Committee's
recommendation and allows us to de-
bate the flaws and virtues of each be-
fore the American public.

The debate will be about differences
of opinion in how we achieve a common
goal of reduced deficits, a healthy
economy, and meeting the needs of our
people. We are not going to quibble
over details. The debate today will lay
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out the basic philosophies of our two
major parties and highlight the dif-
ferences within each party.

Two Republican proposals and two
Democratic proposals will be consid-
ered. I don't agree with everything in
any of them. Everyone who listens to
the debate today and everyone voting
in this Chamber will find merits in
each bill—and problems in the details
of all of them. Democracy is a process
of principled compromise. In looking at
the four proposals that will be debated
today, the strongest package—the one
that I believe will prevail in the de-
bate—is the budget crafted by the
House Budget Committee. It cuts
spending deeper than the President re-
quested. It produces $510 billion in defi-
cit reduction over 5 years. It is based
on careful assumptions about revenues
and spending. It includes incentives for
business to invest in the future growth
of our economy. It calls for tough deci-
sions on spending priorities and enti-
tlement programs.

I commend the efforts of my Repub-
lican colleagues Mr. KASICH and Mr.
SoLoMoN and my Democratic colleague
Mr. MFUME, as well as Budget Commit-
tee Chairman SABO. I ask all my col-
leagues to support the rule so we can
move forward with this debate.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], the author
of the freeze.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Let me just say to my colleagues who
may be off the floor, or those who are
here on the floor, that we will be hav-
ing a vote on the previous question.
Since we were not able in the Commit-
tee on Rules to get our 2-percent-plus
freeze brought to the floor for a vote,
the only vote we will be able to have on
whether or not Members agree with
that, will be on the previous question
in just a few minutes.

Let me just say to my colleagues, if
you do not want to vote for the Demo-
crat $402 billion tax increase, if you
would rather approach this from the
freeze-plus-2-percent-and-cut-spending
approach, then vote for our position on
the previous question when it comes up
in just a few minutes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we are at about the end
of this debate, and I would like to just
make a few wrap-up remarks in my re-
maining time.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I think that
it is important that our colleagues un-
derstand that we are not going to be al-
lowed to consider under what is in fact
a restrictive rule—and it is not the
most restrictive rule, but it is a re-
strictive rule—we are not going to be
able to consider the Michel amendment
to protect against extraneous matters
being tacked onto the budget. There is
certainly not going to be any consider-
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ation of the budget freeze proposals we
have heard so much about in the last
hour. There is not going to be any con-
sideration of the approach of the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] to
limit the growth of Government spend-
ing, and that is something we have had
on the floor in past years.

We will not get a chance to fully de-
bate the idea of a national taxpayer
checkoff, which has been Kkicked
around quite a while. It has been in the
campaign, has been on the floor, is
back again, and it is something I think
is worthy of debate, and I know many
Members would like to have the oppor-
tunity to vote on it. It would at least
ensure that some of the tax dollars we
are talking about would go toward re-
ducing the deficit.

Mr. Speaker, the list goes on. I think
this is probably going to be the No. 1
task of this Congress. The fact we are
not going to have a chance to debate
and vote on those issues somehow
seems to me wrong placed.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to
point out we have an automatic debt
ceiling extender in this budget resolu-
tion, and it means that ceiling is going
to go up. I suppose when it gets up over
$4 trillion, people’s eyes begin to close
about that. But the fact is that is seri-
ous and it is just going to happen sort
of automatically.

Mr. Speaker, I have to urge defeat of
the previous question, because that is a
vote for Burton, for Walker, and
Michel, and I would like to say it is a
vote for getting a question of the debt
ceiling on the floor too, but it is not.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I think we have done a
pretty good, and a pretty fair, job on
this particular rule. As I mentioned at
the outset, all Members will have be-
fore them, available for a vote, four
comprehensive budget blueprints, two
of them by Democrats, and two of them
by Republicans, from which they may
choose the best course for the Federal
budget for the next 5 years. So I ask
support of this rule. I think it is a good
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCDERMOTT). The question is on order-
ing the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

Evi-
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The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to rule 5(b)1) of rule XV,
the Chair may reduce to 5 minutes the
time for any recorded votes that may
be ordered on adoption of the resolu-
tion without intervening business.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 250, nays
172, not voting 8, as follows

[Roll No. 7]

YEAS—250
Abercrombie Gibbons Murtha
Ackerman Glickman Nadler
Andrews (ME) Gonzalez Natcher
Andrews (NJ) Gordon Neal (MA)
Andrews (TX) Green Neal (NC)
Applegate Gutierrez Oberstar
Bacchus (FL) Hall (OH) Obey
Baesler Hall (TX) Olver
Barcia Hamburg Ortiz
Barlow Hamilton Orton
Barrett (WD) Harman Owens
Becerra Hastings Pallone
Beilenson Hayes Parker
Berman Hefner Pastor
Bevill Hilliard Payne (NJ)
Bilbray Hinchey Payne (VA)
Bishop Hoagland Pelosi
Blackwell Hochbrueckner Penny
Bonior Holden Peterson (FL)
Borski Hoyer Peterson (MN)
Boucher Hughes Pickett
Brooks Hutto Pickle
Browder Inslee Pomeroy
Brown (CA) Jefferson Poshard
Brown (FL) Johnson (GA) Price (NC)
Erown (OH) Johnson (SD) Rahall
Bryant Joh E. B. Rangel
Byrne Johnston Reed
Cantwell Kanjorski Reynolds
Cardin Kaptur Richardson
Carr Kennedy Roemer
Chapman Kennelly Rose
Clay Kildee Rostenkowski
Clayton Kleczka Rowland
Clement Klein Roybal-Allard
Clybarn Klink Rush
Coleman Kopetski Sabo
Collins (IL) Kreidler Sanders
Collins (MI) LaFalce Sangmeister
Condit Lambert Sarpalius
Conyers Lancaster Sawyer
Cooper Lantos Schenk
Coppersmith LaRocco Schroeder
Costello Laughlin Schumer
Coyne Lehman Scott
Cramer Levin Serrano
Danner Lewis (GA) Sharp
Darden Lipinski Shepherd
de la Garza Lloyd Bisisky
Deal Long Skaggs
DeFazio Lowey Skelton
DeLauro Maloney Slattery
Dellums Mann Slaughter
Derrick Manton Smith (IA)
Deutsch Margolies- Spratt
Dicks Mezvinsky Stark
Dingell Markey Stenholm
Dixon Martinez Stokes
Dooley Matsui Strickland
Durbin Mazzoli Studds
Edwards (CA) McCloskey Stupak
Edwards (TX) McCurdy Swett
Engel McDermott Swift
English (AZ) McHale Synar
English (OK) McKinney Tanner
Eshoo McNulty Tauzin
Evans Meehan Taylor (MS)
Fazio Meek Tejeda
Fields (LA) Menendez Thornton
Filner Mfume Thurman
Fingerhut Miller (CA) Torres
Flake Mineta Torricelli
Foglietta Minge ‘Towns
Frank (MA) Mink Traficant
Frost Moakley Tucker
Furse Mollohan Unsoeld
Gejd Montgomery Valentine
Gephardt Moran Velazquez
Geren Murphy Vento
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gialc!::’sks g:&n ﬁ;ﬁ?.?’ A recorded vote was ordered.
olkmer
Waters Williams Wynn The vote was taken by electronic de-
g“‘ ml‘:“ aloy vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 172,
WA E 170 not voting 7, as follows:
Allard Gingrich Morella [Roll No. 78]
Archer Goodlatte Myers
Armey Goodling Nussle AYES—251
Bachus (AL) Goss Oxley Abercrombie Gutierrez
Baker (CA) grarr:v Packard Ackerman Hall (OH)
Baker (LA) Tan Paxon Andrews (ME) Hall (TX)
Ballenger Greenwood Petri Andrews (NJ) Hamburg
Barrett (NE) Gunderson Pombo Andrews (TX) Hamilton
Bartlett Hancock Porter Applegate Harman
Barton Hansen Pryce (OH) Bacchus (FL) Hastings
Bateman Hastert Quinn Baesler Hayes
Bentley Hefley Ramstad Barcia Hefner
Bereuter Hobson Ravenel Barlow Hilliard
Bilirakis Hoekstra Regula Barrett (WI) Hinchey
Bliley Hoke Ridge Becerra Hoagland
Blute Horn Roberts Beilenson Hochbrueckner
Boehlert Houghton Rogers Berinan Holden
Boehner Huffington Rohrabacher Bevill Hoyer
Hunter Ros-Lehtinen
Bontlla e oo Bilbray Hughes
Burtan dyds Rouksts Eihdhomil i
Buyer Inglis Royce Boni Tkcohs
Callahan Inhofe Santorum b :‘; e
Calvert Istook Saxton E"“‘L 26 emn( GA)
Camp Jacobs Schaefer
Canady Johnson (CT) Schiff Brewster Johnson (SD)
Castle Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner Brooks Johnson, E.B.
Clinger Kasich Shaw Brown (CA) Johnston
Coble Kim Shays Brown (FL) Kanjorski
Collins (GA) King Shuster Brown (OH) Kaptur
Combest Kingston Skeen Bryant Kennedy
Cox Klug Smith (MI) Byrne Kennelly
Crane Knollenberg Smith (NJ) Cantwell Kildee
Crapo Kolbe Smith (OR) Cardin Kleczka
Cunningham Kyl Smith (TX) Carr Klein
DeLay Lazio Snowe Chapman Klink
Diaz-Balart Leach Solomon Clay Kopetski
Dickey Levy Spence Clayton Kreidler
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Stearns Clement LaFalce
Dornan Lewis (FL) Stump Clyburn Lambert
Dreier Lightfoot Sundquist Coleman Lancaster
Duncan Linder Talent Collins (1L) Lantos
Dunn Livingston Taylor (NC) Collins (MI) LaRocco
Emerson Machtley Thomas (CA) Condit Laughlin
Everett Manzullo Thomas (WY) Conyers Lehman
Ewing MecCandless Torkildsen Cooper Levin
Fawell McCollum Upton Coppersmith Lewis (GA)
Rk e Moo Watker i e
Fowler MeInnis Walsh C:::Zr Lo‘:li
Franks (CT) McKeon Weldon Danner Lowey
Franks (NJ) McMillan Wolf Darden Maloney
Gallegly Meyers Young (AK) de la Garza Mann
Gallo Mica Young (FL) Deal Manton
Gekas Michel Zeliff DeFazio Maraolise
Gilchrest Miller (FL) Zimmer haLanro Mezvinsky
Gillmor Molinari Dell Mark
Gilman Moorhead sl AEREY
Derrick Martinez
NOT VOTING—8 Deutsch Matsuoi
Dicks Mazzoli
Brewster Henry Quillen
Ford (MI) Herger Washirgton gi:g:n ﬁﬁgloskey
Ford (TN) MeDade urdy
Dooley McDermott
0O 1315 Durbin McHale
Edwards (CA) McKinney
The Clerk announced the following ggwards(TX) MeNulty
pair: Engel Meehan
On this vote: English (AZ) Meek
Mr. Washington for, with Mr. Quillen ::‘.:g‘l;fhiom ﬂ?:;‘:d“
against. Evans Miller (CA)
Mr. HORN changed his vote from Fazo Mineta
“ye&" to “nasr_" Fields (LA) Minge
So the previous question was ordered. glnfrhut z;‘;‘;ie :
The result of the vote was announced %% e
as above recorded. Foglietta Montgomery
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Frank(MA) Moran
P b
McDERMOTT). The question is on the Eroet Mumhh:'
resolution. i 0NN i
The question was taken; and the g, Natchier
Speaker pro tempore announced that geren Neal (MA)
the ayes appeared to have it. Gibhons Neal (NC)
RECORDED VOTE Slclonsn Olarsas
Gonzalez Obe:
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- gorgon Olves
er, I demand a recorded vote. Green Ortiz

Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Fickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Roemer
Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Babo
Banders
Sangmeister
Sarpalius
Bawyer
Schenk
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
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NOES—172

Allard Gingrich Morella
Archer Goodlatte Myers
Armey Goodling Nussle
Bachus (AL) Goss Oxley
Baker (CA) Grams Packard
Baker (LA) Grandy Paxon
Ballenger Greenwood Petri
Barrett (NE) Gunderson Pombo
Bartlett Hancock Porter
Barton Hansen Pryce (OH)
Bateman Hastert Quinn
Bentley Hefley Ramstad
Bereuter Herger Ravenel
Bilirakis Hobson Regula
Bliley Hoekstra Ridge
Blute Hoke Roberts
Boehlert Horn Rogers
Boehner Houghton Rohrabacher
Bonilla Huffington Ros-Lehtinen
Bunning Hunter Roth
Burton Hutchinson Roul
Buyer Hyde Royce
Callahan Inglis Santorum
Calvert Inhofe Saxton
Camp Istook Schaefer

Johnson (CT} Schiff
Castle Johnson, S8am Sensenbrenner
Clinger Kasich Shaw
Coble Kim Shays
Collins (GA) King Shuster
Combest Kingston Skeen
Cox Klug Smith (MI)
Crane Knollenberg Smith (NJ)
Crapo Kolbe Smith (OR)
Cunningham Kyl Smith (TX)
DeLay Lazio Snowe
Diaz-Balart Leach Solomon
Dickey Levy Spence
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Stearns
Dornan Lewis (FL) Stump
Dreier Lightfoot Sundquist
Duncan Linder Talent
Dunn Livingston Taylor (NC)
Emerson Machtley Thomas (CA})
Everett Manzullo Thomas (WY)
Ewing MeCandless Torkildsen
Fawell McCollum Upton
Fields (TX) McCrery Vucanovich
Fish McHugh Walker
Fowler Mclnnis Walsh
Franks (CT) McKeon Weldon
Franks (NJ) McMillan Wolf
Gallegly Meyers Young (AK)
Gallo Mica Young (FL)
Gekas Michel Zelifr
Gilchrest Miller (FL) Zimmer
Gillmor Molinari
Gilman Moorhead

NOT VOTING—T
Browder Henry Washington
Ford (MI) McDade
Ford (TN) Quillen

O 1324
The Clerk announced the following

pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Washington for,
against.

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCDERMOTT). Without objection, a mo-
tion to reconsider is laid on the table.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
House agreed to House Resolution 133.
MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. BEILENSON

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
move to lay on the table the motion to
reconsider the vote.

with Mr. Quillen
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BEILENSON] to lay on the table the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] to recon-
sider the vote on House Resolution 133.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 250, noes 172,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 79]
AYES—250

Abercrombie Filner MeCurdy
Ackerman Fingerhut MeDermott
Andrews (ME) Foglietta McHale
Andrews (NJ) Ford (MI) McKinney
Andrews (TX) Frank (MA) MeNulty
Applegate Frost Meehan
Bacchus (FL) Furse Meek
Baesler Gejd M di
Barcia Gephardt Mfume
Barlow Geren Miller (CA)
Barrett (WI) Gibbons Mineta
Becerra Glickman Minge
Beilenson Gonzalez Mink
Berman Gordon Moakley
Bevill Green Mollohan
Bilbray Gutierrez Montgomery
Bishop Hall (OH) Moran
Blackwell Hall (TX) Murphy
Bonior Hamilton Murtha
Borski Harman Nadler
Boucher Hastings Natcher
Brewster Hayes Neal (MA)
Brooks Hefner Neal (NC)
Browder Hilliard Oberstar
Brown (CA) Hoagland Obey
Brown (FL) Hochbrueckner Olver
Brown (OH) Holden Ortiz
Bryant Hoyer Orton
Byrne Hughes Owens
Cantwell Hutto Pallone
Cardin Inslee Parker
Carr Jacobs Pastor
Chapman Jefferson Payne (NJ)
Clay Johnson (GA) Payne (VA)
Clayton Johnson (SD) Pelosi
Clement Johnson, E. B. Penny
Clyburn Johnston Peterson (FL)
Coleman Kanjorski Peterson (MN)
Collins (IL) Kaptur Pickett
Collins (MI) Kennedy Pickle
Condit Kennelly Pomeroy
Conyers Kildee Poshard
Cooper Kleczka Price (NCY
Coppersmith Klein Rahall
Costello Klink Rangel
Coyne Kopetski Reed
Cramer Kreidler Reynolds
Danner LaFalce Richardson
Darden Lambert Roemer
de la Garza Lancaster Rose
Deal Lantos Rostenkowski
DeFazio LaRocco Rowland
DeLauro Laughlin Roybal-Allard
Dellums Lehman Rush
Derrick Levin Sabo
Deutsch Lewis (GA) Sanders
Dicks Lipinski Sangmeister
Dingell Lloyd Sarpalius
Dixon Long Sawyer
Dooley Lowey Schenk
Durbin Maloney Schroeder
Edwards (CA) Mann Schumer
Edwards (TX) Manton Scott
Engel Margolies- Serrano
English (AZ) Mezvinsky Sharp
English (OK) Markey Shepherd
Eshoo Martinez Sisisky
Evans Matsui Skaggs
Fazio Mazzoli Skelton
Fields (LA) McClozkey Slattery

Slaughter Taylor (MS) Volkmer
Smith (IA) Tejeda Waters
Spratt Thornton Watt
Stark Thurman Waxman
Stenholm Torres Wheat
Stokes Torricelli Whitten
Strickland Towns Willlams
Studds Traficant Wilson
Stupak Tucker Wise
Swett Unsoeld Woolsey
Swift Valentine Wyden
Synar Velazquez Wynn
Tanner Vento Yates
Tauzin Visclosky
NOES—I172
Allard Gingrich Morella
Archer Goodlatte Myers
Armey Goodling Nussle
Bachus (AL) Goss Oxley
Baker (CA) Grams Packard
Baker (LA) Grandy Paxon
Ballenger Greenwood Petri
Barrett (NE) Gunderson Pombo
Bartlett Hancock Porter
Barton Hansen Pryce (OH)
Bateman Hastert Quinn
Bentley Hefley Ramstad
Bereuter Herger Ravenel
Bilirakis Hobson Regula
Bliley Hoekstra Ridge
Blute Hoke Roberts
Boehlert Horn Rogers
Boehner Houghton Rohrabacher
Bonilla Huffington Ros-Lehtinen
Bunning Hunter Roth
Burton Hutchinson Roukema
Buyer Hyde Royce
Callahan Inglis Santorum
Calvert Inhofe Saxton
Camp Istook Schaefer
Canady Johnson (CT) Schiff
Castle Jol Sam 5 brenner
Clinger Kasich Shaw
Coble Kim Shays
Collins (GA) King Shuster
Combest, Kingston Skeen
Cox Klug Smith (MI)
Crapo Knollenberg Smith (NJ)
Cunningham Kolbe Smith (OR)
DeLay Kyl Smith (TX)
Diaz-Balart Lazio Snowe
Dickey Leach Solomon
Doolittle Levy Spence
Dornan Lewis (CA) Stearns
Dreier Lewis (FL) Stump
Duncan Lightfoot Sundquist
Dunn Linder Talent
Emerson Livingston Taylor (NC)
Everett Machtley Thomas (CA)
Ewing Manzullo Thomas (WY)
Fawell McCandless Torkildsen
Fields (TX) McCollum Upton
Fish MeCrery Vucanovich
Flake McHugh Walker
Fowler Mclnnis Walsh
Franks (CT) McKeon Weldon
Franks (NJ) McMillan Wolf
Gallegly Meyers Young (AK)
Gallo Mica Young (FL)
Gekas Michel Zeliff
Gilchrest Miller (FL) Zimmer
Gillmor Molinari
Gilman Moorhead
NOT VOTING—8
Crane Henry Quillen
Ford (TN) Hinchey Washington
Hamburg McDade
0O 1342
The Clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Mr. Washington for,

against.

So the motion to table was agreed to.
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with Mr. Quillen

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr, BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-

er, I offer a privileged motion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCDERMOTT). The Clerk will report the
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BURTON of Indiana moves that the
House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn
offered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 60, nays 360,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 80]

AYES—60
Allard Dunn Johnson, S8am
Armey Everett King
Baker (CA) Ewing Kingston
Baker (LA) Fields (TX) Livingston
Ballenger Fowler McCandless
Bartlett Franks (CT) McKeon
Bentley Gekas Mica
Blute Gingrich Molinari
Boehner Goodling Paxon
Bonilla Greenwood Pombo
Bunning Hancock Roberts
Burton Hansen Rohrabacher
Buyer Hefley Spence
Callahan Herger Stump
Collins (GA) Hobson Taylor (NC)
Cox Hoekstra Thomas (WY)
Crane Hoke Torkildsen
Doolittle Horn Vucanovich
Dornan Hunter Walsh
Duncan Hyde Young (AK)

NOES—360
Abercrombie Chapman Eshoo
Ackerman Clay Evans
Andrews (ME) Clayton Fawell
Andrews (NJ) Clement Fazio
Andrews (TX) Clinger Fields (LA)
Applegate Clyburn Filner
Archer Coble Fingerhut
Bacchus (FL) Coleman Fish
Bachus (AL) Collins (IL) Flake
Baesler Collins (MI) Foglietta
Barcia Combest Ford (MI)
Barlow Condit Frank (MA)
Barrett (NE) Conyers Franks (NJ)
Barrett (WI) Cooper Frost
Barton Coppersmith Furse
Bateman Costello Gallegly
Becerra Coyne Gallo
Beilenson Cramer Gejdenson
Bereuter Crapo Gephardt
Bevill Cunningham Geren
Bilbray Danner Gibbons
Bilirakis Darden Gilchrest
Bishop de la Garza Gillmor
Blackwell Deal Gilman
Bliley DeFazio Glickman
Boehlert DeLauro Gonzalez
Bonior DeLay Goodlatte
Borski Dellums Gordon
Boucher Derrick Goss
Brewster Deutsch Grams
Brooks Diaz-Balart Grandy
Browder Dickey Green
Brown (CA) Dicks Gunderson
Brown (FL) Dingell Gutierrez
Brown (OH) Dixon Hall (OH)
Bryant Dooley Hall (TX)
Byrne Dreier Hamilton
Calvert Durbin Harman
Camp Edwards (CA) Hastert
Canady Edwards (TX) Hastings
Cantwell Emerson Hayes
Cardin Engel Hefner
Carr English (AZ) Hilliard
Castle English (OK) Hoagland
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Hochbrueckner
Holden
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hutto
Inglis
Inhofe
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreidler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lehman
Levin
Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
MecCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKinney
McMillan
McNulty
Meehan

Berman
Ford (TN)
Hamburg
Henry
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Meek Schenk
Menendez Schiff
Meyers Schroeder
Mfume Schumer
Michel Scott
Miller (CA) Sensenbrenner
Miller (FL) Serrano
Mineta Sharp
Minge gﬁ::s
ﬁ;‘:ﬂe Shepherd
) 4
Mollohan gfs‘;:::
Montgomery Skaggs
Moorhead Skeen
Moray Skelton
Morella Slattery
Murphy Slaughter
Murtha Smith (1A)
Myers Smith (MI)
Nadler Smith (NJ)
Natcher Smith (OR)
Neal (MA) Smith (TX)
Neal (NC) Snowe
Nussle Solomon
Oberstar Spratt
Obey Stark
Olver Stearns
Ortiz gta?‘huhn
tokes
g:;’:, Strickland
Oxley gl}uﬂ.d.i
Packard tupa
Pallone gun{:?uist.
Parker sxfn
Pastor
Payne (NJ) '?‘:?::t.
Payne (VA) Tanner
Peloal Tauzin
Penny Taylor (MS)
Peterson (FL) Tejeda
Peterson (MN) Thomas (CA)
Petri Thornton
Pickle Thurman
Pomeroy Torres
Porter Torricelli
Poshard Towns
Price (NC) Traficant
Pryce (OH) Tucker
Quinn Unsoeld
Rahall Upton
Ramstad Valentine
Rangel Velazquez
Ravenel xentiom
Reed isc ¥
Regula Volkmer
Reynolds Walker
Richardson Waters
B
m:::r Weldon
Ros-Lehtinen ﬁ?:bten
Rose
Rostenkowski Williams
Roth Wilson
Roukema &ir;e[
Rowland b T
Roybal-Allard w:f;::’
Ruth Wyna
Sauio Yates
Young (FL)
Sanders Zeliff
Sangmeist 7
Santorum
Barpalius
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
NOT VOTING—10
Hinchey Quillen
Johnston Washington
Kaptur
Pickett
0O 1401

So the motion to adjourn was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1994

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCDERMOTT). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 133 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the concurrent resolution, House Con-
current Resolution 64.

0 1401

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) setting
forth the congressional budget for the
U.S. Government for the fiscal years
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, with Mr.
SERRANO in the Chair.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on the prior legis-
lative day, all time for general debate
had expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 133,
the concurrent resolution is considered
as read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The text of the concurrent resolu-
tion, House Concurrent Resolution 64,
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 64

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring),

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994.

The Congress determines and declares that
this resolution is the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 1994, including
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
years 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, as required by
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (as amended by the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990).

SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995,
October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997:

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $905,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $970,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,030,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: §1,086,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: §1,135,600,000,000.
and the amounts by which the aggregate lev-
els of Federal revenues should be increased
are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $27,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $36,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $51,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $66,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $65,700,000,000.
and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con-
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur-
ance within the recommended levels of Fed-
eral revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $93,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995; $104,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $111,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $116,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $122,500,000,000.

(2) The appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows:
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Fiscal year 1994: $1,222,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $1,288,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: §1,337,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,393,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,461,200,000,000.

(3) The appropriate levels of total budget
outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $1,217,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: §1,276,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,315,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,355,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,424,800,000,000.

(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1994: $312,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $306,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $284,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $269,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $289,200,000,000.

(5) The appropriate levels of the public
debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $4,715,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $5,076,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $5,428,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $5,776,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $6,141,400,000,000.

(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal
credit activity for the fiscal years beginning
on October 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1,
1995, October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997, are
as follows:

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New direct
$21,400,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $148,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New direct
$22,100,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $152,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New  direct
$32,400,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $145,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New direct
$43,800,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $137,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New direct
$45,500,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $137,400,000,000.

SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee
commitments for fiscal years 1994 through
1998 for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $263,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $276,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $262,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $271,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $253,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $264,200,000,000.
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(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $247,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $248,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $253,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $251,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 199%4:

{A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $14,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $18,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $17,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $17,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000.

(c) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $14,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $18,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $19,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $20,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $21,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $4,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $5,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,500,000.000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 19%:

(A) New budget authority, $20,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $22,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

{A) New budget authority, $22,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $22,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$12,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $12,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,800,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $84,700,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $85,000,000,000.
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Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $87,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $88,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996:

{A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $89,100,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $91,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$10,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $91,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $94,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $10,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$7,200,000,000.

(C) New
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $93,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $97,000,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 19%:

(A) New budget authority, $40,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $40,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $41,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $43,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $44,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $40,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $8,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,000,000,000.

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

direct

loan obligations,

obligations,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $8,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $9,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 19%:

(A) New budget authority, $56,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $52,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $60,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $55,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,700,00,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $20,000,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $62,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $54,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $11,100,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $63,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $61,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$23,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $200,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $66,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $64,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$24,900,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $100,000,000.
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $119,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $118,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $133,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $132,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $148,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $146,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $163,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $161,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget aut.harity. $180,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $178,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $151,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $149,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $171,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $167,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $184,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $183,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $201,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $201,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $221,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $221,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.
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(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $209,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $210,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $218,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $219,100,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $229,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $224,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $243,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $234,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $249,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $243,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $7,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

Fiscal year 1994:
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(A) New budget authority, $34,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $35,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $36,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $34,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $36,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $36,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $15,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $16,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $16,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,

obligations,
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(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $13,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $239,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $239,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $260,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $260,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $280,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $280,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $297,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $297,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $314,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $314,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(B) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1994:
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(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, 50.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, — $5,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$5,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, — $4,000,000,000.

{B) Outlays, —3$4,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, - $5,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$5,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, - $10,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $10,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, — $30,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$32,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, —$30,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $32,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, - $31,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$32,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997

(A) New budget authority, - $31,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$32,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

Fiscal year 1998:

{A) New budget authority, —$32,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$33,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
SEC. 4. RECONCILIATION.

(a) Not later than May 13, 1993, the House
committees named in subsections (b)
through (n) of this section shall submit their
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recommendations to the House Budget Com-
mittee. After receiving those recommenda-
tions, the House Budget Committee shall re-
port to the House a reconciliation bill or res-
olution or both carrying out all such rec-
ommendations without any substantive revi-
sion.

(b) The House Committee on Agriculture
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$258,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $396,000,000 in
fiscal year 1995, $1,067,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $1,918,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$2,187,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and program
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suffi-
cient to result in an increase of outlays as
follows: $523,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$1,524,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $1,527,000,000
in fiscal year 1996, $1,533,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $1,551,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(¢c) The House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending suf-
ficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$186,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $470,000,000 in
fiscal year 1995, $782,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $1,119,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$1,383,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and program
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suffi-
cient to result in a reduction of outlays as
follows: $2,012,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$3,231,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $4,117,000,000
in fiscal year 1996, $5,103,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $5,800,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(d) The House Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide
direct spending, sufficient to reduce outlays,
as follows: $220,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$266,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $482,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $704,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $726,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, pro-
gram changes in laws within its jurisdiction,
sufficient to result in a reduction of outlays
as follows; $141,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$164,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $273,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $373,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $406,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and
changes in laws within its jurisdiction to in-
crease revenues, as follows: $63,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1994, $65,000,000 in fiscal year 1995,
$68,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $70,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1997, and $73,000,000 in fiscal year
1998,

(e) The House Committee on Education and
Labor shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending suf-
ficient to increase outlays by $66,000,000 in
fiscal year 1994, and to reduce outlays as fol-
lows: §93,000,000 in fiscal year 1995,
$1,300,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $3,044,000,000
in fiscal year 1997, and $3,564,000,000 in fiscal
year 1998.

(f) The House Committee on Energy and
Commerce shall report changes in laws with-
in its jurisdiction that provide direct spend-
ing sufficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$4,343,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $7,493,000,000
in fiscal year 1995, $13,047,000,000 in fiscal
year 1996, $17,133,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
and $21,347,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and pro-
gram changes in laws within its jurisdiction,
sufficient to result in a reduction of outlays
as follows: $137,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$236,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $663,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $621,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $650,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(g) The House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending suf-
ficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$2,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $7,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1995, $12,000,000 in fiscal year 1996,
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$16,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and $18,000,000
in fiscal year 1998.

(h) The House Committee on the Judiciary
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, as follows: $0 in fis-
cal year 1994, $0 in fiscal year 1995,
$111,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $115,000,000 in
fiscal year 1997, and $119,000,000 in fiscal year
1998.

{i) The House Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as
follows: $0 in fiscal year 1994, $0 in fiscal year
1995, $67,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $68,000,000
in fiscal year 1997, and $70,000,000 in fiscal
year 1998.

(j) The House Committee on Natural Re-
sources shall report changes in laws within
its jurisdiction that provide direct spending
sufficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$137,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $201,000,000 in
fiscal year 1995, $339,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $406,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$414,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and program
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suffi-
cient to result in a reduction of outlays as
follows: $137,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$236,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $663,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $621,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $650,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(k) The House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as
follows: $228,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$935,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $3,445,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $4,833,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $4,896,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and
program changes in laws within its jurisdic-
tion, sufficient to result in a reduction of
outlays as follows: $2,906,000,000 in fiscal year
1994, $4.660,000,000 in fiscal year 1995,
$5,825,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $7,169,000,000
in fiscal year 1997, and $8,164,000,000 in fiscal
year 1998.

(1) The House Committee on Public Works
and Transportation shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as
follows; $31,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$49,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $62,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1996, $76,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
and $78,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(m) The House Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending suf-
ficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$266,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $364,000,000 in
fiscal year 1995, $382,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $405,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$1,163,000,000 in fiscal year 1998,

(n) The House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction sufficient to reduce the deficit,
as follows: by $29,488,000,000 in fiscal year
1994, by $41,319,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, by
$61,583,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, by
$81,484,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and by
$84,935,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(0) For purposes of this section, the term
‘direct spending' means spending authority
as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and new budget
authority as defined in section 3(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

SEC. 5. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS.

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS,—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) from time to time the United States
Government should sell assets; and

(2) the amounts realized from such assets
sales will not recur on an annual basis and
do not reduce the demand for credit.
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(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—For purposes
of points of order under sections 302, 303, 310,
311, 601(b), 602, and 605 of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974, the amounts realized from sales of as-
sets (other than loan assets) shall not be
scored with respect to the level of budget au-
thority, outlays, or revenues under those
sections.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the term ‘*'sale of an asset’ shall have
the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985 (as amended by the
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990); and

(2) the term shall not include asset sales
mandated by law before September 18, 1947,
and routine, ongoing asset sales at levels
consistent with agency operations in fiscal
year 1986.

SEC. 6. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING TAX
REVENUES AND DEFICIT REDUC-
TION,

It is the sense of Congress that any legisla-
tion enacting tax increases called for in this
budget resolution contain language provid-
ing that the net revenues generated by the
legislation shall not be counted for the pur-
pose of calculating the amount of any deficit
increase called for in section 252(b) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended by the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendments are
in order except the amendments print-
ed in House Report 103-37, which shall
be considered in the order printed in
the report and by the named proponent
or a designee, shall be considered as
read, and shall not be subject to
amendment.

If more than one amendment in the
nature of a substitute is adopted, only
the last amendment adopted shall be
considered as having been finally
adopted and reported back to the
House.

At the conclusion of the consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution for
amendment, there shall be an addi-
tional period of general debate, which
shall not exceed 20 minutes, equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member on the
Committee on the Budget.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
103-37.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED BY MR, KASICH

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. KASICH: Strike all after the re-
solving clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994,

The Congress determines and declares that
this resolution is the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 19%4, including
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the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
years 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, as required by
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (as amended by the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990).

SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995,
October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997:

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $878,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: §933,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $979,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,019,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,069,400,000,000.
and the amounts by which the aggregate lev-
els of Federal revenues should be increased
are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $0.

Fiscal year 1995: $0.

Fiscal year 1996: $0.

Fiscal year 1997: $0.

Fiscal year 1998: $0.
and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con-
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur-
ance within the recommended levels of Fed-
eral revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 199%4: $93,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $104,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: §111,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $116,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $122,500,000,000.

(2) The appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $1,183,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $1,226,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,277,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,350,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,428,900,000,000.

(3) The appropriate levels of total budget
outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $1,184,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $1,216,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,256,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,312,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: §1,389,000,000,000.

(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1994: $305,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $282,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $276,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $292,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $319,600,000,000.

(5) The appropriate levels of the public
debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $4,714,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $5,055,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $5,394,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $5,747,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $6,123,100,000,000.

(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal
credit activity for the fiscal years beginning
on October 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1,
1995, October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997, are
as follows:

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New direct loan obligations, $

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New direct loan obligations, $

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New direct loan obligations, §

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 8.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New direct loan obligations, $.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

Fiscal year 1998:
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(A) New direct loan obligations, $.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §.

SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES,

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee
commitments for fiscal years 1994 through
1998 for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $264,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $277,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $263,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $272,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $262,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $271,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $269,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $271,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $277,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $272,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150);

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $16,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ .

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $16,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § -

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ !

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997;

(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § -

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $15,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary ican guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $17,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $18,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $18,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $19,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $4,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $4,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $3,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $3,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,500,000,000.

(C) New direct, loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $20,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $21,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 1994

(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $13.500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50,

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $16,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, § i

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $16,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary man guarantee commit-
ments, § i

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ .

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $8,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$11,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, § .

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $9,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $8,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(8) Transportation (400}

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $38,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $39,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $39,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $42.000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998;

(A) New budget authority, $43,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8.600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary lcan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $7,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, §7,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $7,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary ]oan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $51,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $51,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $51,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary lna.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $52,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $54,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $52,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 199%4:

(A) New budget authority, $118,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $117,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $129,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $128,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $142,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $142,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $156,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $155,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary ioa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $172,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $171,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary 10a.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $147,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $145,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $163,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $158,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $179,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $177,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30,

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $199,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $197,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $220,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $219,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $206,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $206,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §$.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $211,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $212,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $219,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $215,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $232,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $223,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $236,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $231,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 199%4:

(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $7,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998;

(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $35,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § i

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $35,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ )

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $36,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ <

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $37,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ i

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $37,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § 3

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 199T:

(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1994:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(A) New budget authority, $13,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997

(A) New budget authority, $14,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $14,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $239,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $239,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $258,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $258,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $277,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $277,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $294,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $294,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $313,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $313,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, —$16,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$21,300,000,000.
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(C) New direct loan obligations, §.
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

‘ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, —3$25,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$35,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, —$28,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —3$31,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, — $28,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$30,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1988:

(A) New budget authority, —$24,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$26,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, — $33,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $33,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, - $33,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $33,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, - $34,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$34,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, —$34,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$34,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, — $35,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$35,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

SEC. 4. RECONCILIATION.

(a) Not later than May 1, 1993, the House
committees mnamed in subsections (b)
through (n) of this section shall submit their
recommendations to the House Budget Com-
mittee. After receiving those recommenda-
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tions, the House Budget Committee shall re-
port to the House a reconciliation bill or res-
olution or both carrying out all such rec-
ommendations without any substantive revi-
sion.

(b) The House Committee on Agriculture
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$2,849,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $3,012,000,000
in fiscal year 1995, $2,444,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $2,511,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$2,473,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and program
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suffi-
cient to result in an increase of outlays as
follows: $554,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$783,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $852,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $911,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $955,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(¢) The House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending suf-
ficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$900,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $2,010,000,000 in
fiscal year 1995, $1,600,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $50,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$80,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and program
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suffi-
cient to result in a reduction of outlays as
follows: $920,000,000 in fiscal year 199,
$2,360,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $3,980,000,000
in fiscal year 1996, $5,700,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $6,680,000,000 in fiscal year 1998,

(d) The House Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance, and Urban Affairs shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide direct spending, sufficient to reduce
outlays, as follows: $429,000,000 in fiscal year
1994, $545,000,000 in fiscal year 1995,
$711,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $703,000,000 in
fiscal year 1997, and $778,000,000 in fiscal year
1998, program changes in laws within its ju-
risdiction, sufficient to result in a reduction
of outlays as follows: $87,000,000 in fiscal year
1994, $473,000,000 in fiscal year 1995,
$1,209,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $1,827,000,000
in fiscal year 1997, and $2,065,000,000 in fiscal
year 1998.

(e) The House Committee on Education and
Labor shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending suf-
ficient to reduce outlays by 3$3,215,000,000 in
fiscal year 1994, and to reduce outlays as fol-
lows: $3,265,000,000 in fiscal year 1985,
$2,725,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $2,785,000,000
in fiscal year 1997, and $2,745,000,000 in fiscal
year 1998,

(f) The House Committee on Energy and
Commerce shall report changes in laws with-
in its jurisdiction that provide direct spend-
ing sufficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$9,813,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $18,779,000,000
in fiscal year 1995, $22,777.000,000 in fiscal
year 1996, $25,613,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
and $28,099,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(g) The House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction sufficient to reduce outlays, as
follows: $551,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$891,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $1,194,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $1,248,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $1,281,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(h) The House Committee on Judiciary
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, as follows: $12,000,000
in fiscal year 1994, $45,000,000 in fiscal year
1995, $108,000,000 in fiscal year 1996,
$186,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and $254,000,000
in fiscal year 1998.

(i) The House Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as
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follows: $0 in fiscal year 1994, $0 in fiscal year
1995, $67,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $68,000,000
in fiscal year 1997, and $70,000,000 in fiscal
year 1998,

(j) The House Committee on Natural Re-
sources shall report changes in laws within
its jurisdiction that provide direct spending
sufficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$160,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $170,000,000 in
fiscal year 1995, $189,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $190,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$190,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(k) The House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as
follows: $419,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$666,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $4,847,000,000 in
fiscal year 1996, $6,140,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $6,506,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and
program changes in laws within its jurisdic-
tion, sufficient to result in a reduction of
outlays as follows: $4,141,000,000 in fiscal year

1994, $7,196,000,000 in fiscal year 1995,
$17,980,000,000 in fiscal year 1996,
$23,644,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and

$26,784,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(1) The House Committee on Public Works
and Transportation shall report changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as
follows: $18,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$31,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $94,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1996, $108,000,000 in fiscal year 1997,
and $115,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(m) The House Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction that provide direct spending suf-
ficient to reduce outlays, as follows:
$478,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $602,000,000 in
fiscal year 1995, $641,000,000 in fiscal year
1996, $668,400,000 in fiscal year 1997, and
$1,438,100,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(n) The House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction sufficient to reduce the deficit,
as follows: by $8,875,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
by $17,873,000,000 in fiscal year 1995. by
$25,196,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, by
$33,234,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and by
$42,688,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(o) For purposes of this section, the term
‘direct spending’ means spending authority
as defined in section 401(c)2)C) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and new budget
authority as defined in section 3(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

At the end, insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. .SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that any in-
crease in receipts from higher taxes on bene-
fits should be dedicated to the ODASDI trust
funds as provided under current law; and any
diversion of these receipts to other programs
will serve only to undermine the integrity of
the social security system whose receipts
were taken off-budget as part of the Budget
Enforcement Act of 1990. L

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will
be recognized for 1 hour, and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] will
be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I maintain today, as
we begin the final legs of the debate,
that the choice really is very clear.
The Democrats favor larger central
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government. They think a large Fed-
eral Government is the answer. The
Republican plan, Mr. Chairman, be-
lieves that empowering the individual
and getting government off the individ-
ual's back is the answer with a smaller
Federal Government. The Democrats
believe in more taxes. The Republicans
have no new taxes. We believe we
should cut spending first. The Demo-
crats believe that more government
spending is the answer. The Repub-
licans say no new government spend-
ing, a smaller Federal Government.
The Democrats favor the same, tired,
old government institutions. The Re-
publicans stand for change. The Repub-
licans stand for reform in a 84-page re-
form-oriented document. The Demo-
crats, and my colleagues will not be-
lieve this one, they are the ones for
gridlock. The Republicans went to the
Committee on the Budget and offered
35 amendments to improve the Clinton
package by reducing the taxes and sub-
stituting specific spending cuts. The
Republicans, while trying to be con-
structive, were absolutely, totally and
positively rejected by the majority side
who favored gridlock in the House
Committee on the Budget. The Demo-
crats are the ones that are blocking
the Clinton change program. The Presi-
dent came to the Hill and said he want-
ed to have more cuts and less spending,
but his own party says they will not
bear the traffic of reducing the size and
scope of the Government. The Repub-
licans, on the other hand, have put the
specifics down on the table. We wel-
comed the Clinton change program. We
welcomed the Clinton change agenda.
It is unfortunate that he cannot get his
own party to support him on that. The
Democrats have the job-killer pro-
gram. The Republicans have the job-
creator program.

My colleagues, it all gets down to one
simple thing; the choice really is clear.
There is a clear choice here, not an
echo. The Republicans are for less gov-
ernment, less taxes, less spending, less
Federal interference as to a stated phi-
losophy on the majority side that indi-
cates that a larger Federal Govern-
ment, a larger central government
managing the affairs of the United
States, is the answer. It did not work
in New Jersey. They could not tax
their way to prosperity. It will not
work in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, we would hope the Re-
publican plan would be adopted. But if
the Democrat plan is put into effect,
and we believe it will have, unfortu-
nately, a very negative impact on this
economy, we will be glad to cross the
aisle, and, in the spirit of bipartisan-
ship, end gridlock and get them to ac-
cept the notion that reducing the Fed-
eral Government, being reform-ori-
ented and believing in change is ulti-
mately the answer for the United
States of America.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Republican Committee on the Budget
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substitute to the big government, Dem-
ocrat plan.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, first, lest I forget
later, I want to say, you've done a
great job in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thanks
the gentleman.

Mr. SABO. The gentleman in the
chair has been fair and courteous to all
the Members in his usual way, and we
thank him.

Let me also again express to my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KASICH], an appreciation for his cour-
tesies and all his hard work because he
really has worked hard, and the mem-
bers of his caucus and his staff have
worked and, I think, represented the
minority well in this process of dealing
with the budget.

However, Mr. Chairman, as I indi-
cated yesterday, there is only one
thing wrong with all the hard work,
and that is they are wrong on sub-
stance. The Republican program is not
true. It is really sort of an austere ver-
sion of Bush that got us into the cur-
rent problems. It is the philosophy of
government that, if it had prevailed
over the decades, would have us still on
gravel roads.

Plus they are driven by another very
fundamental fear, a very fundamental
fear that we might ask the most afflu-
ent in our society to pay some more to
reduce the deficit.
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We are asking for additional revenues
in our package, 73 percent of them paid
by individuals with incomes over
$100,000 a year, and, boy, that hurts Re-
publicans. They do not like it.

Let me be clear about the Budget
Committee resolution that is before us
today. It moves forward the program
and the vision of a new President who
wants to lead this country into a new
century of prosperity with jobs that
pay decent salaries and an economy
that is competitive in the world.

We do that by moving forward his in-
vestment program, by his program of
streamlining Government to make sure
that the Federal Government works ef-
fectively.

There are some things I hope my Re-
publican colleagues are right on. I hope
they can find all the Bush waste and
mismanagement that they talk about.
Clearly that will help us meet our
budget targets.

But let us be clear about the Budget
Committee resolution we have before
us. It contains real deficit reduction, $5
to $10 billion over the 5 years, more
than the Republican package. More im-
portant, in years 1997-98, as we project
to the future, it is $25 to $30 billion of
additional deficit reduction beyond the
Republican plan.

But at the same time it still says we
must invest in our kids, we must train
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our workers, we must invest in the
technology that will lead us into the
21st century. We must invest in our in-
frastructure.

Mr. Chairman, we do have a unique
opportunity today. We have the chance
to end gridlock. We have the chance for
Congress to move forward with the pro-
gram of a new President with a new vi-
sion for America. I ask for an *‘aye”
vote.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Mc-
MILLAN].

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, in response to our dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SaBo], I would say
that we do not particularly admire his
position, but we do admire the dis-
cipline of the Democrats on the Com-
mittee on the Budget. We offered, as
our vice chairman pointed out, 30-plus
specific recommendations. We offered
an alternative that amounts to 428 bil-
lion dollars’ worth of deficit reduction,
more than the President’s proposal
plus the Democrats on the committee,
without a tax increase, and we should
not forget that.

We offered specifics, as we were chal-
lenged to do, but I want to focus on one
specific.

Nothing has greater impact on the
growth in Federal spending and the
deficit than the issue of health care
cost. Anyone who says they can signifi-
cantly reduce the deficit in this coun-
try or eliminate the deficit without ad-
dressing health care costs is simply not
facing reality.

Let me just mention a few things:
Medicare and Medicaid in the budget in
the current year will total $226 billion.
They did not exist 23 years ago. In 1994
the baseline budget in Medicare and
Medicaid would be $259 billion. That is
a 15 percent increase over 1993. As you
look out over the next 5 years, it in-
creases at an average rate of 12 to 13
percent per year to total $405 billion in
1998.

Medical care costs generally in this
economy are increasing at four times
the rate of inflation in this country.
That is true for the private sector, and
it is true for the Federal Government
as well. They must be brought in line
with the overall rate of inflation, both
in the general economy and in the Fed-
eral budget as well.

President Clinton, no less, affirmed
that principle in his State of the Union
Message in which he said health care
costs need to be brought in line with
the general rate of inflation.

To achieve it, my colleagues, we need
to save $330 billion in 5 years out of
Medicare and Medicaid against the
baseline budget of $1,651,000,000 on
those two programs projected over the
next 5 years.

That does not mean cutting it, it
simply means moderating the rate of

March 18, 1993

increase by 20 percent. President Clin-
ton in his proposal saves $60 billion in
health care costs, not counting the $21
billion in additional taxes on Social
Security that may be flowed into that
program.

Our alternative, the Republican al-
ternative, saves $93 billion, reducing
the rate of growth from the average of
12 percent to an average rate of growth
of 10 percent. That is not enough, but it
is a significant start.

We use most of the President’s pro-
posals on health care, and we add some
that total some $33 billion in addi-
tional savings.

Our savings, and admittedly it is dif-
ficult to do this in the absence of
health care reform, but our proposed
savings are designed to anticipate the
probable focus that health care reform
is going to make on defensive health-
care costs caused by excessive litiga-
tion, excess capacity, and excess over-
head. Any serious health care reform
proposal has got to address the cost
drivers in the system, and we do this in
including everything that the Presi-
dent included, and then some.

We basically go back to managed
care in the Medicaid segment of the
budget, which is likely to be a part of
health care reform and proposes sig-
nificant savings. Under Medicare we
are making moderations in the rate of
increase in payments in the first year
to hospitals and physicians. That will
not go on over the full period of time,
but that is interrelated with the whole
issue of their refocusing their efforts
on the things that are driving up their
health care costs: defense practices, ex-
cessive overhead, redundant capacity.
We can urge them to do that through
this process.

We are also trying to advocate con-
sistency in copayments by bene-
ficiaries, which is already very much a
part of Medicare. But there are excep-
tions to that. We recognize that cer-
tain low income people cannot do it
and we are willing to entertain a modi-
fication of that in that respect.

But on balance, it is good public pol-
icy for people to pay at least a percent-
age of the health care costs, because
they are the ones that should be most
concerned about it and can take ac-
tion.

Finally, we make some adjustments
among the very rich in the premiums
that they pay to participate in Medi-
care. Those that we suggest make sig-
nificant reductions in the deficit, but
will not impose a serious burden on
those individuals.

Mr. Chairman, this is not the final
solution, but it is an important begin-
ning on achieving some of the cost re-
ductions interrelated with health care
reform. I realize that my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle will say let
us wait and deal with this under health
care reform, but I would point out to
them that there are dissenting views
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published by certain members of the
Committee on the Budget that state
that they are disappointed that the
Democratic plan did not address the
issue of entitlement spending more
than we do in their resolution.

I would suggest that the Republican
alternative does exactly that, and, in
the words of the President, that we can
do better. I think the Kasich amend-
ment does, and I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, before I yield to my
good friend, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BRYANT], let me just commend the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
McCMILLAN] on his interest in health
care reform. While I do not agree with
his copay requirements on certain serv-
ices that he proposes in this budget,
clearly he has focused on a very fun-
damental problem that we face, and I
think everything the gentleman has
said about the problems of escalating
costs in Medicare and Medicaid are all
compelling reasons why President Clin-
ton’s approach to having fundamental
reform of health care is so incredibly
important. Really a cornerstone of
what we are doing here today is our ex-
pectation that we will have very com-
prehensive health care reform coming
to this Congress from the President in
May of this year.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Mc-
MILLAN] for his interest and work on
that issue, because he is right. If we
are going to handle the deficit in the
long term we need to control health
care costs. If our economy is to be com-
petitive, we have to control health care
costs. Plus equity demands that we
deal with the access problem in our so-
ciety.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRY-
ANT].
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Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I, at
the outset, want to express my per-
sonal admiration for the very fine job
done by the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABO] in putting this budget to-
gether. It is a very difficult job, per-
haps the most difficult chairmanship
to manage in the House. 1 am very
proud of the work that we have done
and proud of his leadership.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican
amendment which is before us today
might fairly, I think, be labeled the
‘‘no-pain amendment.”

We have had 12 years now of no-pain
Presidents who promised us that we
could make this country run without
anybody having to pay for it, who
promised us that we could continue
cutting taxes for the wealthiest seg-
ments of our society and still continue
to have a government that was mean-
ingful in its ability to take this coun-
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try forward down a path of progress
and to protect our interests abroad.

I think it is very clear, in 1993, that
those promises of no pain were false
promises, that it was a mistake to
promise that to the American people
and that, unfortunately, the price
which they paid is more pain today
than we have ever, ever imagined we
would have to suffer in terms of our
budget deficits in 1993.

I think also that the Republican
amendment is an amendment that dra-
matically underestimates the Amer-
ican people. Nobody wants to pay more
taxes. Nobody wants to suffer budget
cuts. But the American people under-
stand that we have to pay for what we
do. They understand that we cannot go
down a road promising everything,
that we cannot avoid having to pay for
the benefits of having a strong govern-
ment that provides roads, that provides
a health care system, that provides an
education system, that protects our
international interests. They under-
stand that.

Yet the Republican amendment one
more time comes up here and suggests
to all of us who are in this room and
who are watching that somehow or an-
other we can continue to step forward
as Americans into the world and lead
and accept our responsibilities without
anybody having to bear any kind of
discomfort. It is a false promise. And
the American people, who are at a
much higher level of understanding
than the Republicans think, know this.
Unfortunately, as one might expect,
this no-pain amendment is also a no-
gain amendment.

It provides less deficit reduction than
is provided by the Democratic amend-
ment on the floor today. In fact, it
only provides, as I understand it, $495
billion in deficit reduction over the
next 5 years, whereas the Democratic
proposal is $510 billion in deficit reduc-
tion over the next 5 years.

If we want real deficit reduction,
then vote for the Democratic budget;
vote against the Republican alter-
native. And though it is characterized
by its author as being highly specific,
anyone who examines it closely will
recognize that one-third, fully one-
third of the savings that are claimed
by this Republican alternative, cannot
be found. They are unidentified. They
are found in function 920, allocated in a
general fashion so that no one knows
exactly what they are.

Finally, the Republican proposal is
not only the no-gain amendment, it is
the no-investment amendment: No ad-
ditional funds for Head Start, the one
program which is unanimously recog-
nized as having done an enormous
amount toward raising the children of
our least privileged Americans to a
level that they can begin to compete
and expect to have a future. In the Re-
publican amendment, we do not invest
more funds in Head Start.
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No defense conversions. I wonder, do
they argue to us that it is actually a
savings not to invest money in defense
conversion, not to invest money in
Head Start? Surely, anyone with com-
mon sense would recognize it costs us
more in the long run not to put money
into those needed areas.

No new highway funds. No child im-
munization increases and no health
care increases. Do they actually argue
to us that we save money by not in-
creasing the funds we are spending on
immunizing children? Surely they
would recognize that it costs us more
in the long run not to increase funding
in that area.

And no increases for education or job
training. Do they promise the Amer-
ican people that it is a savings not to
increase our investment in education?
Surely that is the one area in which a
failure to invest will cost us more in
the long run.

Mr. Chairman, the Democratic Com-
mittee on the Budget majority has
come forward with a budget this year
that dramatically cuts spending and, in
fact, adds $63 billion in cuts above what
the President has asked us to do, that
recognizes the need to charge a tax
structure which has been responsible
for the movement of wealth to the
upper class and away from working-
class and middle-class Americans and
instead begin to put the tax burden
where it ought to be; that is, fairly
borne by all segments of society, rath-
er than just the middle class, and also
recognizes the need to begin to invest
in our future.

It is a prudent package. It is one that
I am proud to stand here and advocate.
I am proud of the work done by the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]
and members of the Democratic Com-
mittee on the Budget. I strongly urge
Members today to vote against the Re-
publican alternative and vote for a
strong future for the American people.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], the
ranking member of the Committee on
Agriculture.

(Mr. ROBERTS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say that, again, the Democrats are
up to their old tricks and bad esti-
mates. Look in the area of allowances.
My colleagues can see that we here are
very specific in terms of what we do.
COLA freeze for Federal civilian work-
ers, repeal of Davis-Bacon, eliminate
the successorship provisions in Federal
contracts. They are very, very specific.

They can lump them any way they
want to, but they are the ones that got
the *‘F" on the specific test.
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Furthermore, in terms of the area of
administrative cost savings, Clinton
has about 34, we got about 48. We go all
the way down to object class 20, never
even though of by anybody on the side
over there that did not go with specif-
ics.

Mr. Panetta himself has now, refer-
ring to Federal contracts and object
class 20. So stop the distortions. They
are inaccurate, along with the deficit
numbers.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to just quickly correct one thing
that was said at the outset of this de-
bate. The suggestion was made that
there are more savings, there is more
deficit reduction in the Democratic
plan. Let us be very clear about that.

The CBO has scored the Clinton plan
at $362 billion. The CBO scored the ad-
ditional Democratic cuts at $63 billion,
for a total of $425 billion.

Our plan has $429 billion, slightly
more, but roughly equivalent.

Any statement to the contrary that
there are more savings scored by CBO
in the Democratic plan is not true. It is
false. It is a misstatement. It is wrong.
It is deceptive.

It is not more savings in the Demo-
cratic plan.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, let’s go back to square
one and the fact everyone in this Con-
gress hoped we could see an end to
gridlock and achieve real deficit reduc-
tion and economic recovery.

In that regard, President Clinton gal-
vanized public support for these goals
with his State of the Union speech.
Now, the question is, will the Presi-
dent’s plan achieve these goals.

We still do not have access to all of
the administration's budget details,
they change almost daily and once
again we are being asked to vote for a
budget plan where snakes will come
out of the budget box and bite the be-
leaguered taxpayer for years to come.

That is no way to conduct business
but let us at least take a look at one
part of the budget. Last night, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Agri-
culture Committee pointed out in elo-
quent and in most pertinent fashion
that one of our budgetary goals should
be fairness. He was referring to agri-
culture. :

Simply put, the Clinton budget plan
is not fair to rural and small town
America and to our farmers and ranch-
ers. Yes, we in agriculture are more
than willing to self sacrifice, that is
the point. As Chairman DE LA GARZA
pointed out, since 1981, the Committee
on Agriculture has cut $57 billion from
budget authority. The Budget Act of
1990 cut farm program spending by 20

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

percent. Contrary to public perception
and vocal critics, only farm program
spending has declined since 1985, an av-
erage of 9 percent per year.

Yet, we are singled out for $8.7 billion
in budget cuts on top of 4 years of
budget cuts. We have had our fingers
and toes on the chopping block. With
President Clinton's cleaver, we are
talking about arms and legs.

This budget vote is not only a vote
on the budget but a vote for program
policy and who gets represented and
who does not. The agricultural share of
Department of Agriculture funding is
now approximately 32 percent. What's
that you say, farm related programs
only comprise 32 percent within the
Department of Agriculture? That is
right and under the Clinton budget
that figure will go down to 17 percent
at the end of 4 years. This budget dis-
mantles the USDA with little or no de-
bate.

And, what does it do to farmers? Our
Republican staff of the House Agri-
culture Committee estimates the cost
of the energy tax close to $2,000 a year
for your typical Kansas wheat farm,
more in the Pacific Northwest, equally
burdensome in the Midwest, California
and west Texas; it hits all commod-
ities—not to mention senior citizens in
rural area, moving essential goods to
rural areas requires more energy.

And, what do we get in return for dis-
criminatory cuts, means testing the
farm program and hit hard with an en-
ergy tax? The tax pain does not result
in any real deficit gain. Thirty-one of
the so-called spending cuts are actually
user fees that citizens will pay. The
ratio of spending cuts to tax increases
is completely out of whack and
changes daily. The so-called stimulus
package is a collection of 75 appropria-
tions that were labeled dogs, cats and
pork in the last session and have some-
how been magically transformed into
essential investment this session. I be-
lieve latest Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimate is that we are talking
about $93,000 per job creation.

And, to make matters worse, the in-
creased tax revenue from the pocket-
books of hard-pressed taxpayers will
not go to reduce the deficit but to pay
for the laundry list of social welfare
programs the President has proposed.

But, back to the farm. It would be
one thing if farm prices were even close
to the cost of production. They are not.
Large crops, a weak global economy
and an uncertain export picture due in
part to the Russian crisis have caused
sudden and deep price declines at the
country elevator.

Mr. Chairman, the fact this budget is
being presented during National Agri-
culture Week is a paradox of enormous
irony. With this budget plan the Presi-
dent is stepping on the gas for more
spending while jammming on the brakes
with punitive taxes. The result is we
will end up in the ditch. In farm coun-
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try, this budget is a blueprint for disas-
ter.

Please, my colleagues, let us not go
down this impossible trail. The propos-
als for a spending freeze still make
sense and still would result in real defi-
cit reduction. The Kasich budget rep-
resents a better alternative. That is a
paved road we can all travel and
achieve the goals we all want to see ac-
complished.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. PRICE], a member of the
committee.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, our debate today is about
real choices, choices to move the coun-
try forward and build sustainable
growth, choices to slash the mountain
of debt built up over the last 12 years,
choices both to spend less and to spend
what we do spend more intelligently,
to restore fairness to our Tax Code, to
invest our scarce resources in educat-
ing and training our people, building
our transportation and communica-
tions networks, expanding incentives
for new research, business develop-
ment, and job creation.

The President spelled it out dramati-
cally in his economic plan. ‘‘Continu-
ing the failed policies of the past 12
years is a choice without a future,’”” he
said. ‘““To restore our Nation's eco-
nomic vitality and reclaim our vision
of America we must change course and
we must do it now."”

We are offered today four alternative
budgets, four choices about how to
reach a better future. I want to focus
my remaining remarks on the proposal
now before us, comparing it to the
President’s plan as reported by the
House Committee on the Budget.

Let me begin, though, by commend-
ing the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
sICH] and the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. McMILLAN] for rejecting
calls from within their party to sit
back and promote stalemate and con-
tinue the partisan bickering we have
seen over the past 12 years. They have
put together a comprehensive package
that is worthy of debate, but in my
opinion it does fall severely short on
several grounds.

The Kasich budget, first of all, has
less real deficit reduction, to be spe-
cific, $15 billion less in deficit reduc-
tion, than the committee resolution.
The Kasich budget has no growth in-
centives, no investment dollars, higher
deficits, and more Government borrow-
ing. Those are not the ingredients for a
bright economic future.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA-
sICH] claims that his budget plan is the
most specific plan offered today. He
also claims CBO scoring of his plan.
However, CBO was never asked to score
this proposal. With regard to the spe-
cifics, what he really means is that he
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plagiarized most of Clinton's specific
cuts and then went to the CBO options
book and pilfered a few more. Most of
the Kasich specifics, in fact, are Clin-
ton specifics or CBO specifics. Fully 80
percent of the real savings in this
budget are borrowed from the Presi-
dent or from CBO. Since his budget
calls for more borrowing, perhaps it is
not surprising that the budget itself
has been borrowed!

Let us look at the specifics, those
that were not taken from the President
or CBO. There are fully $1456 billion in
this budget in unallocated savings.
Since about 50 percent of what he likes
to call these overhead costs occur in
DOD, presumably he is hiding up to $73
billion in additional defense cuts here.
However, it is confusing, because the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]
claims that he will limit the defense
hit to 10 percent or $14 billion of this
unallocated pot of money. If so, the re-
maining $130 billion would have to
come out of domestic discretionary
spending. That would be a massive, un-
specified cut in transportation, health
research, education, training, new
technologies, and law enforcement. Can
he really, seriously believe in that kind
of choice?

Another element of the choice is
mandates, mandating, for example,
that the States impose managed care
on Medicaid and then removing $10 bil-
lion in funding to the States. Members
will want to take special note of this.
This is another Federal mandate with
less money for the States. If our Gov-
ernors and local officials hate unfunded
mandates, how do we think they are
going to feel about defunded mandates?

Then the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KASICH] proposes something called WIC
Plus, to put all nutrition funds into a
block grant and cut funding by $8.3 bil-
lion. What he really ought to call it is
WIC Lite.

The Bush recession, the anemic re-
covery, mean that more Americans
than ever, nearly 26 million people,
now need food stamps every month.
How many millions of these people
would be put on a crash diet by the Ka-
sich budget? WIC Plus, indeed.

Then the Kasich budget would re-
quire cash payments from the poorest
seniors, who live only on Social Secu-
rity, for Medicare services like home
health care and lab tests, which are
currently free. That would take nearly
$20 billion out of the pockets of those
least able to pay.

What is the bottom line, Mr. Chair-
man? The Kasich budget includes no
full funding for Head Start and WIC, no
dollars for defense conversion, no full
funding of highway and mass transit
and airports, no investment in new
technologies. No investment tax credit
for business expansion, no targeted
capital gains tax cut, no extension of
the research and development tax cred-
it, no extension of the tax exemption
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for mortgage revenue bonds, no exten-
sion of the low-income housing tax
credit. And for all of that, less deficit
reduction and more borrowing.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to reject this
Kasich choice and to support, instead,
a program for economic growth and tax
fairness and sustained investment in
American workers and American busi-
ness, building a brighter and more
prosperous future for all of our people.

Support the committee resolution.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we are back to the
same old false claims again. It is in-
credible. 1 tell the Members, we first
had the Democrats saying they were
one-for-one in spending cuts to tax in-
creases. In the first year it is seven in
taxes to one year in cuts, but this
logic, and I do not understand how they
can even keep getting up and charging
it, is so wrong it just calls into mind
the credibility of many other figures.

Let us go back to the question of al-
lowances. The Democrats can stand up
and they can talk about the fact that
there are unspecified allowances, but I
urge the Members to pick up a copy of
our plan, our most specific plan, where
it spells out, and this is the last time
I am going to get into it, the COLA
freeze for Federal civilian workers, the
Davis-Bacon effect, the reduced Fed-
eral civilian employment. That is not
unspecified. When we have a COLA
freeze on Federal workers, that is not
unspecified. That is very, very speci-
fied.

The problem they have on their side
is that they have the gall to come up
and talk about laying down our specif-
ics, and then they march into the Com-
mittee on the Budget, they march into
the Committee on the Budget with 249
billion dollars' worth of tax increases,
and when it come time for them to lay
their specifics down on the table, their
$63 billion that they needed to get
under the budget caps, because CBO
said their numbers were goofy, when
they came back to the Committee on
the Budget they would not put their
fingerprints on the cuts.

That is why editorially across this
country people have said that the
House Republican budget committee
has the most specific plan, and shame
on them for the gridlock, shame on
them for spending 10%2 hours rejecting
it on party line votes, rejecting our
specific recommendations, including in
the area of allowances.

In the area of allowances, their Presi-
dent has about $30 billion, $34 billion in
these allowance cuts titled ‘‘streamlin-
ing government.” We do not just come
up with some unspecified term like
“‘streamlining government.” We are
down in the paper clips, we are down in
the travel, we are down in the trans-
portation, we are down in the supplies
and printing.

Thank goodness Mr. Panetta has now
agreed that it was necessary to do that,
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and that is why he is sending his OMB
circulars saying, Let us get into Gov-
ernment contracts, let us get into ob-
ject class 20.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KASICH. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding to me.

I just want to make a point, because
it was made again a moment ago, that
there is more savings in the Demo-
cratic plan than there is in the Repub-
lican plan.

Let me repeat it again. Scored by the
Congressional Budget Office, the
Democratic plan is $425 billion of defi-
cit reduction. The Republican plan,
scored by CBO, is $429 billion. Any
statement to the contrary is false, un-
true, is a misstatement, is misleading.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, any
statement to the contrary is simply
not true. The only difference between
the two plans, of course, is that we
achieve that deficit reduction by
spending cuts, by a margin of more
than 3 to 1. The Democratic plan
achieves that by tax increases.

I also want to comment on some-
thing that has been said about the WIC
Program, talking about salvaging the
WIC Program. I would like to point out
that the average funding for WIC, as a
component of all food and nutrition
programs, has been 5 percent of the
total fundings.
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Our proposal includes a floor of 12-
percent funding for the WIC Program,
more than double the historic average
that has been spent on WIC. So let us
just be straightforward and get the
facts straight here.

Mr. MCMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to respond to two points
that the gentleman from New York
just made with respect to the tax in-
centives that are in the gentleman’s
proposal. I would simply point out that
the Christmas tree with the presents
under it that you outlined totaled $70
billion in tax reductions over 5 years,
but you pay for those by a Christmas
tree that costs $337 billion. So the net
increase in tax is $267 billion. Now that
may sound good, but it is basically
going to be a high cost.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN].

Mr. MCMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, the
other thing that I would simply relate
to is what I think is an erroneous char-
acterization of the benefits of managed
care. We are picking out the Arizona
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plan from the gentleman’s home State,
and that is a very constructive way of
dealing with out-of-control costs in the
Medicaid Program. And the CBO has
scored that if it were applied nation-
ally to be a savings of $10 billion, which
is exactly the kind of thing that we
need to be undertaking if we are going
to solve both the problems of cost and
access.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Dakota [Mr.
POMEROY], a member of the committee.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to begin my remarks by
commending the fine work of our
chairman, the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO]. I believe his leader-
ship has been extremely fair and pro-
duced an excellent product for this
body’s deliberation today. I am pleased
to be a freshman member of this body
and a freshman member of the Budget
Committee.

Many of us were sent to Washington
as a result of last fall's elections on a
wave of change. The voters have had 12
years of Republican economic policy
dictated out of the White House, a pol-
icy based on three principal compo-
nents. First, coddle the financially
comfortable; second, ignore the poor;
and third, mislead the middle class
with empty words of support while
yielding a financial situation in this
country that left them worse off and
sharing a higher burden and a higher
level of debt that imperiled the future
of the next generation. The voters de-
manded a change, and they got one
starting at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue,
a change that has brought forward be-
fore this body today an economic re-
covery package and the steepest deficit
reductior: package ever proposed by a
President and brought to the floor by a
Budget Committee.

In contrast, the amendment before
us, and I applaud the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KasicH] for going through
the difficult rigors of preparing and
overcoming the objections within his
own party to put it before us, but when
you look at the alternative proposed by
this amendment, it is as if the election
never happened. It clings fast to the
failed policies rejected decisively in
last fall's election.

First, it coddles the financially com-
fortable. Eighty-eight percent of the
$240 billion revenue difference between
the plans comes from the failure of the
Kasich plan to address the incredible
wealth amassed by the wealthiest
Americans over the last decade, by the
failure of the plan to impose restric-
tions on lobbying deductions or any
other taxes for corporations.

The plan clings to that Republican
tenet of ignoring the poor. It elimi-
nates all new investment in Head
Start, child nutrition, and eliminates
the proposed earned investment tax
credit designed to help the working
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poor, and reduces fully 50 percent col-
lege student aid.

And, finally, it continues the past
failed practices of misleading the mid-
dle class. They say no new taxes, no
new taxes are in this plan. But if you
look at the Medicare section alone,
there are new charges assessed without
regard to ability to pay, projected to
bring in nearly $20 billion. They call
them copays, but to the extent these
are charges not presently assessed,
they are a tax, a tax imposed in the
most unfair way of all. Rather than a
broad-based tax, rather than a tax
based on ability to pay, the $20 billion
they will pull in from Medicare recipi-
ents comes from the sickest, most el-
derly of our population.

A final flaw with the Kasich alter-
native is timing. The same group that
said do nothing, do nothing to help this
country from slipping into a recession
that displaced millions of workers
across the country, now want to do
nothing to get us going again. And in
fact, they front load their cuts in a
way that is almost sure to push us
back into yet another recession while
we are barely sustaining a recovery
today.

Small wonder, I think it is small
wonder that many Republicans never
wanted to see this plan come to the
floor. In my opinion, it presents all too
clearly the stark contrast in the alter-
natives before this body today.

I urge rejection of the Kasich amend-
ment.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRANKS].

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I do not want us to lose
sight of the big picture issue that we
are dealing with at this moment, and
the issue that we are responding to, the
challenge issued by President Clinton
to be specific, to come forward with lit-
erally dozens of sensible, common
sense driven suggestions by which we
can reduce the oppressive tax burden
on the people of America as well as
begin to roll back some of the unneces-
sary spending that has taken place in
this city over the years.

I believe we have met that challenge,
and I want to point to one place where
I think the American people can relate
to just how significantly this Federal
Government of ours has grown over the
last 20 years.

I would point out that the budget for
travel in the Federal Government, the
travel budget alone is in excess of §7
billion. This is the class 20 classifica-
tion the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KaA-
SICH] talked of earlier, $7 billion in
travel.

Do Members know what we found
when we actually looked at how these
moneys were disbursed? In the 12th
month of the fiscal year, the very last
month, there was a 48-percent increase
in the amount spent on travel. Why?
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Because managers in government de-
cided they should spend down all of
their available travel allowances, so it
shows up in the final month of the fis-
cal year.

If we would compel that in the 12th
month of the fiscal year they spent
simply the average amount spent in
the other 11 months, we could save $2
billion. That is how soft the underbelly
of this Federal Government has grown.

There are enormous opportunities in
telephones, in travel, in printing, in
consulting contracts. The Democrats
are silent. The Republicans have
stepped up and said let us look at these
categories. Let us work in good faith to
reduce the overhead, administrative
expenses of the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, my State of New Jer-
sey took a route 3 years ago which said
you can tax yourself into prosperity. It
has been a disaster, a disaster for the
middle class that the proponents of
that tax program said that they were
seeking to help.

The new energy tax from President
Clinton, the tax on Social Security for
our seniors, those are going to be
harmful to this country. We ought not
increase the tax burden. We should
meet our responsibility to be specific.

That is what this Republican alter-
native budget has done.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. WISE], a member of the
committee.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, before I talk about in-
frastructure a little bit, this travel
thing kind of interests me. It came up
in the Budget Committee. I agree that
you found some incidents where there
has been an abuse of travel or places
where apparently travel could have
been cut back, and that certainly needs
to be done and I applaud you. Of
course, that is what we have been
doing on our side, and that is what the
commission that Vice President GORE
has been heading up is doing.
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I just have to ask: Who has been sign-
ing the travel vouchers for the last 12
years? Where did this suddenly come
from? Did these folks just walk out to
the airport without any kind of con-
trol?

It seems to me before you come in
here talking about all of these great
finds, where have you been for the 12
years? That is the problem with your
budget. It is a 12-year-old budget. It is
12-year-old rhetoric.

This election was about getting this
country moving again. It was not about
stagnation. It was about being willing
to make the public investment that
has to be made, and so just as we are
hearing the same tired talk to the last
12 years, I think it is time to realize
that there is a new breeze blowing
here.
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This new breeze is this: There is a
siren song out of the Kasich budget,
“Oh, we can do it all in cuts. Happy
day, all in cuts; there are no taxes. It
is only candy. All in cuts, will not hurt
anybody.” Of course, there are no tax
cuts in this one either, the tax cuts
that are in our stimulus package.
There are no investments in this ei-
ther, but, ‘*‘Oh, no, we can do it all.”

Well, let us talk about it. There is a
reason that public investment is down
by one-half, 50 percent, in the last 30
years, from roughly 4%z percent of gross
national product to roughly 2% per-
cent. Why is that? Because of the de-
cline in investment that you have got
in this budget that you would propose.

Indeed, we are talking about growth.
Let us talk about highways. Under the
Kasich budget, do you think you ought
to be getting away from the orange
barrels that are blocking traffic, the
fact that you cannot do the mainte-
nance, the fact that we never get the
full amount back from the gasoline
taxes that people pay? Do not look to
the Kasich budget, because that will
cut you over the next few years around
$7 billion.

What about mass transit? Do not
look to the Kasich budget. That is
about a 50-percent cut in that.

Airports: Are you tired of the fact
that we only built one major airport in
the last 20 years? Do not look to the
Kasich budget. They cut that.

Clean water: mandates, once again,
without money; the clean water pro-
gram would be cut roughly $9.2 billion.
That is sewers, that is cleaning up our
environment, $9.2 billion over 5 years.

Economic conversion: so important
that the President has recommended
not only in the stimulus package but
additional sums to economic develop-
ment and administration, cut by the
Kasich budget. They would not exist,
these increases.

What about all of the defense plants
that are closing down and the towns
and communities that need assistance?
They get no help from this budget. Do
not look to them.

This election was about getting the
economy moving. The Kasich budget is
a guarantee of gridlock. It is a no-
growth budget.

If you do not believe that investment
in this country is important, do not in-
vest in the House budget, but if you do
believe that investment is so impor-
tant, then you have got to invest that
vote in the House budget which is very,
very crucial: highways, mass transit,
growth, economic conversion, all of it
in our budget, none of it over there.

I think now people understand why it
is so important that the election was
about new priorities, and this vote
today is about new priorities and
whether we get about them.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. INGLIS].
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. INGLIS. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I could
not help but, on listening to the last
speaker talking about themes, think
for the moment that maybe we do have
a new theme, the Fleetwood Mac Presi-
dential theme song now ought to be,
“Tax, Spend, Think About Cutting To-
morrow.” That is the new theme.

Mr. INGLIS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder
if the gentleman from Arizona wants to
sing that rather than just speak it.
That would be nice.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

I think it is very interesting to fol-
low the gentleman from West Virginia,
because two things I have found very
interesting in the discussions over the
hearings that we had in the Committee
on the Budget, particularly from Lloyd
Bentsen, Secretary Bentsen.

There are two things that he said
that were very interesting to me, or
one that I observed there, and actually
one when the Director of CBO was
speaking.

When Secretary Bentsen was there, I
asked him, “Mr. Secretary, I am con-
cerned that this stimulus package is
largely a package of pork, that con-
stitutes really a big lump of sugar that
is going to help the medicine go down,”
and the Secretary—and this is in the
testimony—the Secretary said, “Well,
Mr. INGLIS, it was necessary to get
enough votes to make this package
work.” I appreciate his candor. But the
candor does show the problem.

This stimulus package is in large
part pork, and the result is that it be-
comes a big lump of sugar, and that
helps the medicine go down of the larg-
est tax increase in the history of the
United States.

The second thing about this stimulus
package, and this is actually the Direc-
tor of CBO that testified to this, he
pointed out that a $30 billion stimulus
package, or if it is, in fact, a $16 bil-
lion, and it is sort of difficult to ac-
count which one it is, if it is that
small, he said it is an insignificant
stimulus to a $6 trillion economy that
is taking off. However, it is a signifi-
cant increase in the deficit.

That is what it is, My colleagues, 1
would ask you to look very closely at
that stimulus package and realize that
it really is very insignificant to a $6
trillion economy.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. SYNAR].

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, let me
ask this of my colleagues and fellow
Americans: If not now, when?

If not now, then we do not deserve to
represent the people of the United
States in this Chamber.

If not now, then we will not be able
to look the children of those people in
the eye.
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If not now, then we place on those
children a crushing burden we do not
have the moral fiber to shoulder our-
selves.

If not now, then we live with the dis-
grace of our shame, indecision, and
outright cowardice for the rest of our
lives.

If not now, then we are saying never,
and I weep for our country.

The time for change is now.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY], the head of the Repub-
lican conference.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin this proc-
ess by first congratulating the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] and the
members of the Republican Budget
Committee. In the 8 years that I have
been in Congress and watched this
budget process, this is the most profes-
sional, most dedicated, and most real
effort that I have seen by any
budgeteering group.

They have got the right conceptual
framework, that we ought to grow
down the size of the Government and
allow more freedom to grow up the
free-enterprise sector of the American
economy, that only by growth in the
private sector can we generate the rev-
enues to support this enormous Gov-
ernment spending program, and only
then can we decrease the deficit if we
combine with that growth in revenues
from a growing private sector a con-
tainment of growth in the public sec-
tor.

It takes courage. It takes commit-
ment. It takes details.

A few weeks ago we were challenged
on our side of the aisle to put up or
shut up, and the fact of the matter is
the Republicans on the Committee on
the Budget put up details, pain, sac-
rifice, not sacrifice by those of us who
Senator GRAMM says are pulling the
wagon and paying higher taxes by
heaping on more taxes, but sacrifice by
those who are in the wagon by reduc-
tions in Government largesse and con-
tainment of the size of Government.

What do we have from the Demo-
crats? The Democrat package can be
broken down into three components:
the pain, the payoff, and the promise.

The pain is the massive tax increases
which are immediate and certain on all
of the American people, and if in fact
you happen to be earning $30,000 a year
and suffering a tax increase by this
Clinton plan, they will perform the
magic of redefinition and give you by a
redefinition of your income the status
of being a wealthy American by imput-
ing to you through the Government al-
leged earnings of your children, the
rental value of your home, the inside
value buildup of your retirement pro-
grams, the cheating on your taxes that
this Government under Clinton is as-
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suming that we all do by either unre-
ported or underreported income, they
will make you wealthy.

This Presidency is going to make us
all wealthy by simply redefining in-
come.

Now, in addition to that pain, we
have the payoff to all of the Govern-
ment agencies, the supporters, the
communities. In addition to all of that
payoff in this Government stimulate
pork package, we have then the prom-
ise.

The promise we have all heard before
to the American citizens is, once again,
the Democrats have said, ‘““Take the
pain of the higher taxes, allow us to
fulfill the payoff to our constituency
groups, allow us to provide the pork
early, and we promise you the cuts
later.”
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Ladies and gentlemen, the cuts will
not arrive, the cuts will not get off the
launching pad. The cuts are the fiction
of Democratic budgetary policy. The
pain is real, the suffering is optional.

Vote for Kasich, vote against the
Democrats’ fiction.

Mr. Chairman, the plan offered by President
Clinton and the Democrat majority and the
one developed by the Budget Committee Re-
publicans offer the American people a stark
contrast in our respective parties’ approach to
tax and budget policy. The Democrats want to
tax the people and grow the Government,
while Republicans want to grow the private
sector and constrain the Government.

The Democrat package contains the largest
tax increase in American history and tens of
billions in new spending. By contrast, the Re-
publican alternative cuts spending and the def-
icit $430 billion without increasing taxes, with-
out slashing defense and without cutting So-
cial Security.

The Democrat package can be broken down
into three components; the pain, the payoff,
and the promise. The pain is massive tax in-
creases, which are immediate and certain.
The payoff is the stimulate Government pack-
age which, even the Washington Post notes,
is an effort to reward Democrat constituencies
with taxpayer money. And the promise—one
we've heard so many times before—is that a
few years from now we'll cut Government
spending.

In reality, the Democrat plan will grow the
Government and shrink the economy. It will
mean fewer jobs for ordinary Americans, par-
ticularly when coupled with the new wave of
regulations we are certain to see on behalf of
Big Labor and other special interests. The rea-
son job growth has been stagnant is that the
tax and regulatory burden on small business
has increased 34 percent in the last few
years. And | remind my Democrat friends that
during the Reagan boom—the longest peace-
time expansion of the economy in history—it
was small business that created 75 percent of
the new jobs in America.

What does the Republican plan do? It
achieves more deficit reduction than the Clin-
ton plan by reducing Federal spending less
than 3 percent. That's right, 3 percent. It's ap-
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palling that my friends in the Democrat major-
ity and the new Democrats in the White House
would stick the American taxpayer with the
largest tax increase in American history while
refusing to reduce Government by even 3 per-
cent. In fact, the Democrat plan adds tens of
billions in new spending.

While the Democrat plan asks all Americans
to pay higher taxes for more Government, the
Republican plan asks the beneficiaries of Gov-
ernment largesse to contribute to deficit reduc-
tion. The Republican plan cuts Federal over-
head, reduces Congress' bloated budget, asks
wealthy Medicare recipients to pay a larger
portion of their health care costs, requires
Federal workers to work until age 62 like ev-
eryone else instead of retiring at 55. It reforms
foreign aid, puts Medicaid patients in a man-
aged care program, and saves taxpayer dol-
lars by empowering low-income Americans to
use housing vouchers instead of building ex-
pensive, crime-ridden public housing. And best
of all, the Republican plan eliminates unneces-
sary programs and Government agencies like
the Interstate Commerce Commission, which
was created in 1887 to regulate the railroads.

| would like to compliment my colleague, Mr.
KasicH, and the other Republicans on the
Budget Committee for putting together an hon-
est, fair, and well-balanced plan that reduces
the deficit without raising taxes. This plan at-
tacks the root of our deficit problem: runaway
Federal spending.

Balancing the budget and encouraging a
prosperous and growing economy requires a
two-point plan. We must first limit Government
spending, as this plan does. And we must
pass a progrowth package which reduces the
cost of capital and labor and encourages our
people to save and invest.

Mr. Chairman, | would say in closing that
the Clinton tax-and-spend plan will fail. As |
told another President 3 years ago during the
1990 budget summit, higher taxes and higher
spending will stifle growth in the private econ-
omy, kill jobs, and not reduce the deficit. The
Clinton plan is the 1990 budget deal part Il in
super 3-D with twice the tax increase. | urge
my colleagues to reject the Big Government
Democrat agenda and support the Kasich al-
ternative, which cuts $430 billion from the defi-
cit and gets America back on the path to pros-
perity by asking Government to sacrifice, not
American taxpayers.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER], a member of the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, the
Republican Party is running scared.
They could not believe that Bill Clin-
ton would put together a real budget
with real numbers that really reduce
the deficit. And he did.

He ran on a platform of reinvesting
in America but in reducing the budget
deficit, and here we are; we are doing
it.

Now, I must say I give some credit to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].
Unlike most of the other Republicans
who did not want to put up any budget
at all, at least he has had the decency
and the courage to put together a list
of cuts. I wonder how many votes it
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will get on that side of the aisle. It cer-
tainly cannot get a majority of votes.

We are back to playing the same old
game, every single Member in this
body can put together their own list of
cuts that they can vote for without
much political damage, without sub-
stantively bothering them, and we end
up with 435 budgets. But we end up
with no budget, and the deficit gets
bigger and bigger and bigger.

Well, the American people asked for
one thing in the election more than
anything else, they asked for an end to
gridlock. They really were asking, even
those elected from your side of the
aisle, to come over and compromise
and work on a bipartisan budget. But
that was not to be.

And so we alone have come up with a
budget. Do we have differences in opin-
ion about what it might be here? Sure.
But we are going to pass a budget, and
we are going to reduce the deficit, and
we are going to play the games that
have been played on that side of the
aisle about putting together something
that 100 or even 150 Members might
vote for but cannot carry a majority,
because above all we must act.

The Kasich budget puts a dagger at
the heart of urban America and puts
together a budget that knocks out
whatever is left of urban programs. I
could do the same and put the budget
together that did the same to rural
America and get 150 votes on my side
of the aisle, but it would not pass and
it would not reduce the deficit.

So I say to my colleagues here there
is really only one game in town and
that is a budget that can pass and re-
duce the deficit and get us on the road
to recovery and end the gridlock.

The budget that the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SaBo] has taken from
the White House and, even, improved is
that budget. I urge a ‘“no’’ vote on the
Kasich amendment despite his com-
mendable courage in putting together
cuts; and I ask for a ‘“‘yes’’ vote on the
Democratic proposal.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maine [Ms. SNOWE].

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, in the last election there was a
mandate for change and not a mandate
for more of the same. What I am hear-
ing in the course of this debate today is
you cannot cut this and you cannot cut
that.

Back in 1985 a group of us got to-
gether and in 1986 offered budgets on
the floor to avert the precise fiscal cri-
sis we are faced with today, and we
hear the same refrain: **You can't cut
this and you can’'t cut that.”

You are darned right we are front
loading the spending cuts; it is no coin-
cidence that in the President's eco-
nomic plan that all the spending cuts
are safely deferred to the years 1997



March 18, 1993

and 1998. That is because they are
never going to happen. Now, the Kasich
plan demonstrates how you can achieve
the same deficit reduction numbers in
the President's economic plan but
doing it through spending cuts, with-
out having to raise taxes. And it is spe-
cific.

My major concern with the plan on
the other side is that we are not going
to get the spending cuts. Two, we are
not specific.

I have yet to hear how they arrived
at the $510 billion. The last we knew
through the CBO scoring, it was $425
billion, including the $63 billion in un-
specified cuts.

Now, understand, the $30 billion of
that $63 billion occurs in 1998. A plug of
$30 billion in 1998 that we do not know
what is going to happen in terms of
cuts.

Now, we know the appropriating and
authorizing committees can achieve a
recommended aggregate number in a
different way, but we have an obliga-
tion as members of the Committee on
the Budget to at least demonstrate one
feasible way as to how you arrive at
those numbers, so that we are not re-
duced to just picking numbers out of
the hat, which has happened time and
time again here in this Congress. And
that is why we are in the situation in
which we are today.

Let us look at foreign assistance, be-
cause I think it illustrates the dif-
ference between the Kasich plan and
the budget resolution out of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

We have doubled the cuts in foreign
assistance over the budget resolution
passed by the Democratic majority in
the committee. We doubled them. The
President's economic plan originally
called for an increase in foreign assist-
ance in 1994 by $51 million. Now, the
majority came back and inserted an-
other $2 billion because they realized
that it was deficient in this category,
but we still doubled them.

Now, the point is that they have not
yet been able to specify how they are
going to make those cuts in foreign
aid. Now, ladies and gentlemen, if you
are asking my constituents, whose av-
erage per capita income is $14,800, to
pay more in home heating oil because
of the energy tax, do we not owe it to
them to say, “Yes, we are going to cut
foreign assistance substantially?” I
think they deserve to know from us
that we are going to specify cuts in
programs like foreign assistance. We
can at least double our cuts in foreign
assistance if we are asking them to pay
more for home heating oil. I think that
is logical and fair.

So, what are we getting in return for
the largest tax increase in the history
of this country? Well, we are getting
more spending this year, we are getting
a spending cut of $6 billion in 1994 out
of a $1.5 trillion budget; only $6 billion
in spending cuts. We get spending in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

creases each and every year under the
Clinton economic plan.

In return for the taxpayers in this
country paying for the largest tax in-
crease in the history of this country,
that is, and yes, the spending cuts I
have referred to, the majority of them
occur in 1997, 1998; only 6 percent of
them occur in the first year.

I think we owe the American people
more than that, ladies and gentlemen.
We can do a better job.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BERMAN], a member of our
committee.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to say initially that I join with some of
my other colleagues in paying my re-
spects to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KASICH] at least on the process of get-
ting a budget alternative together, put-
ting it out there, providing specifics.
He has met the process test.

But on the substance of the budget, I
think you have to say this is truly a
budget with no vision whatsoever.
There are no investments, there are no
changes in the priorities. This is a
budget that represents the same tired
priorities of the last 12 years: neglect,
supply-side voodoo economics, and
trickle-down mythology.

There appears to be no investment
issue either in the spending or in the
tax reduction side. There is blatant ne-
glect of education and training prior-
ities.

The Kasich plan does not include full
funding of Head Start by 1999. Only 37
percent of eligible children can be en-
rolled in the Head Start Program,
based on the current funding levels as-
sumed in the Kasich alternative. There
are no initiatives for the National
Service Corps budget. There is no men-
tion whatsoever of youth apprentice-
ship programs to prepare non-college-
bound high school students to make
the transition to careers. There is no
increase here for summer youth em-
ployment and training to put youth to
work in summer jobs.
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There is no commitment in this
budget to research and development.

There is no short-term investment
tax credit for new startup companies to
accelerate expansion plans and order
new equipment.

They do not even propose the perma-
nent extension of credit for research
and experimentation.

There is no permanent extension of
tax credits for targeted jobs.

There are shortsighted cuts in this
budget that hurt the poor, that hurt
the environment, that hurt our indus-
trial competitiveness, and make a fun-
damental onslaught on our basic tenets
of foreign policy. I would like to speak
to that for just a moment. It is a por-
tion of the budget that I have worked
on.
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The Sabo budget proposes cuts in the
area of the foreign affairs function. But
how can anyone in this Chamber who
wants to talk sense to the American
people propose a budget that rejects
and cuts the administration’s own sug-
gestions for dealing with the most im-
portant national crisis of our time, be-
cause everything we want to do in the
area of deficit reduction, new invest-
ments, downsizing of defense spending,
focusing on domestic priorities, all
that will be cast aside if the most fun-
damental question of what happens in
the Republics of the former Soviet
Union is not dealt with.

The administration proposes focusing
on that. The Kasich substitute just
wipes out that proposal in its entirety.

This is an issue that can get a lot of
applause from people who want to ap-
peal to the lowest common denomina-
tor of what the average voter wants to
hear, but a budget that requires leader-
ship cannot ignore what the leadership
of both political parties, whether it is
Richard Nixon or Bill Clinton or any of
the people who have thought about this
subject say we must do in this particu-
lar area.

This budget wipes out all the propos-
als for peackeeping operations that are
now going on and that have been given
bipartisan support on both sides of this
Chamber. This is making a mockery in
order to say, “‘Oh, look what we have
been able to cut in the administra-
tion's proposed budget.”

I would like to touch on a couple
other areas as well. We have had many
debates here about Legal Services, con-
trols, questions of how the program
should be run, It is very easy, I guess,
for the people who put together the Ka-
sich substitute to decide to wipe out all
Legal Services programs, the good ones
along with the bad ones, the ones that
are doing great jobs along with the
ones that might be done, wipe them all
out from any Federal budget deficit.
Who cares what happens to the poor in
the particular area?

On the program again that has tre-
mendous bipartisan support, the
Women, Infants, and Children, the WIC
Program, and the School Lunch Pro-
gram that everyone acknowledges are
two examples of the best that the Gov-
ernment has been able to do in helping
people who deserve to be helped, they
combine these programs, assume a
massive reduction in funds by savings
that they give no discretion of how
they will be achieved, and if they are
not achieved will pit two of the most
vital programs we have here, WIC and
the school lunch program against each
other for a vastly reduced amount of
moneys. That is not a responsible,
imaginative, and visionary budget.

I just want to touch on one last issue
and that is the assumptions about the
Medicare freeze and medical mal-
practice.

The Kasich substitute says we are
going to achieve $14.9 billion in savings
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by freezing provider costs for Medicare.
But will that affect the providers? No.
Because the assumption here is that we
reform the medical malpractice insur-
ance system and that the $14.9 billion
in savings will come from savings real-
ized by those particular kinds of re-
forms.

The fact is that less than 1 percent of
our national health care costs are
spent on medical malpractice insur-
ance premiums. The defensive medical
malpractices that are assumed for this
are totally unrealistic. No expert de-
tached objective person analyzing this
could assume there is any logic to that.

So even in the area where they seek
to throw out the challenge the most on
the credibility of the specifics, the Ka-
sich substitue falls woefully short.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that this sub-
stitute be defeated and that the Budget
Committee's proposal be adopted.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I just heard the com-
ments that were made about WIC, the
nutrition program. I just want to make
it very clear, that the savings we get
are scored by the Congressional Budget
Office. They are real savings. They are
in there. They are scored by the CBO.

How do you get that kind of saving?
By taking 5 percent of all the nutrition
programs when you block grant them
and when you eliminate the duplica-
tion, when you eliminate the overlap of
programs, you would probably get
more than 5 percent. We used the very
conservative number, that is the CBO
number of 5 percent.

The Governors want these programs
block granted. It is a program that
would work for the States and save the
American taxpayer $5 billion and not
cut any services and allow the same
number of dollars or more dollars to go
to the WIC Program, which is
everybody's No. 1 priority.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Kasich amendment and
in opposition to House Concurrent Res-
olution 64. In my view, Congress should
forget new taxes, forget new spending,
and for once prove to the American
people that Congress is interested in
and can cut spending. Why do I say
this?

First, because as a result of our an-
nual deficits, the national debt is now
$4.1 trillion. It is very, very serious.

Second, even if one assumed this
budget resolution would be followed,
and I frankly do not believe it will be
insofar as cutting is concerned in
spending, an additional $1.65 trillion
will be added to the national debt over
the next 5 years, according to their
own admission, and still there would be
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no balanced budget in sight. Perhaps
some time in the next century we may
get to that, and in the fifth year of this
budget, guess what, the deficit would
in fact be on the rise, going up.

Third, the public has no faith in the
collective will of Congress to cut
spending. That is zilcho. New national
taxes and spending are up front and
forever, but real spending cuts are rare
and they are in the outyears.

In fact, House Concurrent Resolution
64 increases spending over fiscal year
1993 in 15 out of the 19 of the major
functional categories of the Federal
budget for fiscal year 1994.

The people of this Nation do not have
to be challenged with new taxes and
more spending. They are used to that.
They have had enough of it. Congress is
the one to be challenged, and the chal-
lenge is to cut spending, clean out the
barn.

I came to Congress in 1985, the first
year of the heralded spending limits of
Gramm-Rudman. Those limits were
avoided, waived, repealed, scuttled, re-
written, bypassed, and ignored by Con-
gress each time a serious spending cut
was required.

I also saw the 1990 budget deficit law
passed with its massive new taxes and
$500 billion of promised spending cuts.
Likewise I saw it manipulated, avoid-
ed, waived, abused, and bypassed while
deficits and the national debt contin-
ued to climb to all-time heights.

Indeed, the stimulus package of $16.2
billion for fiscal year 1993 which soon
will be passed by this body is based
upon an avoidance of the firewalls and
the spending limits of the 1990 Budget
Deficit Act. How? Very simple. Just de-
clare the whole darn stimulus package
an emergency and, presto, the firewalls
and the limits on spending for fiscal
year 1993 come tumbling down and we
add, guess what, another $16.2 billion of
deficits for our children and our grand-
children to pay.

I would submit that Congress has to
stop financially abusing future genera-
tions of Americans. Our children and
our grandchildren have a right to ex-
pect Congress to act responsibly.

This is deja vu all over again, the
same thing I saw in 1985, the same
thing I saw in 1990.

Forget the new taxes. Forget the new
spending, and for once show the Nation
that this Congress can do something
for the Nation in regard to cutting
spending. That is the message we ought
to be hearing.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN], a former member of the
Committee on the Budget and current
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ag-
riculture of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that this morning's newspaper re-
ported that Mr. KASICH's budget was
rejected by his Republican conference.
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I think the gentleman from Ohio de-
served better treatment from his Re-
publican colleagues. He at least had
the courage to stand up and to make
his plan specific and to say what he
would do to reduce the deficit, and my
hat is off to him.

He came to Congress with me in the
same year. He has shown himself to be
a man of his word, but I have to echo
the comments of the previous speaker,
the gentleman from California, though
Mr. KASICH has met the procedural re-
gquirements, on substantives I find the
gentleman's offering wanting.
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Let me tell my colleagues why. The
Kasich budget is good news for fat cats,
bad news for kids. The Kasich budget is
good news for the independently
wealthy, bad news for infants and chil-
dren.

During the last 12 years, Mr. Chair-
man, the tax policies of the Reagan and
Bush administrations have given sub-
stantial benefits to the wealthiest peo-
ple in America. Working families know
it. They have paid more year in year
out. President Bill Clinton has said
that, as part of deficit reduction, the
wealthiest among us must pay their
fair share of taxes, and 70 percent of all
of the new tax revenue he is asking for
comes from people making over a hun-
dred thousand dollars a year.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican Kasich
budget literally insulates all of the fat
cats in America from any increase in
their income tax rates. Yes; he would
freeze in place the current inequity in
the Federal tax system which heaps
the burden on working families. In that
respect the Kasich budget fails the fun-
damental test of fairness, and then,
when we take a look at where the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] would
make up for that money that he would
not take from the wealthiest Ameri-
cans, we will find that he is cutting
programs that are fundamental and es-
sential for the growth of this country,
programs for which our Committee on
Appropriations has the responsibility.

Let me give my colleagues one spe-
cific: the Women, Infants, and Children
Supplemental Feeding Program. For
those who are not aware of it, it is a
program which brings in poor pregnant
mothers to help them through their
pregnancy, to give them the prenatal
care, the nutritional advice they need
to have a normal pregnancy and a
healthy baby, and then we stay with
them. We bring the mothers back with
their small children, make sure the
children are well fed, go to the doctor
and follow the basic requirements to
have a normal and healthy life.

My colleagues, this is an investment
in the future of America. We cannot
build new jobs and a new future for
America with low-birth-weight babies
who literally break the bank of the
Federal Treasury when they show up in
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the intensive care units and need to be
taken care of for months at a time.

Unfortunately the Kasich budget
takes a serious cut at the money that
is available for the WIC Program by
providing a block grant that over a pe-
riod of b years cuts over $6 billion, part
of it from this important program.

Second, Mr. Chairman, the Kasich
budget is going to eliminate President
Clinton’s call for universal immuniza-
tion in America.

It was my pleasure and honor to
serve on the Select Committee on Chil-
dren, Youth, and Families for several
years. Children who receive vaccina-
tions in America are healthier kids
who avoid the measles and diseases
which put them in the hospital and run
up the bills again in medical costs. We
save $10 for the American taxpayer for
every dollar we put in immunizing chil-
dren.

Unfortunately, my colleagues, under
the plan offered by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH], immunization is an
extravagance. He would not tax the
wealthy so that we could immunize the
children. I see things differently, and
so does President Clinton.

The other point I make is that the
President’'s offering suggests that we
improve the earned income tax credit,
which is a benefit, a tax benefit, given
to working families who are still strug-
gling to get beyond the poverty level. I
thought we all agreed, Democrats and
Republicans, that, if the husband and
wife, mother and father, would go to
work and do their 40 hours a week plus,
and have small kids at home, that in
this Nation of America they should not
be living in poverty. With a tax credit
we say to these people, “‘We'll give you
a helping hand for your effort. We want
you to understand that you are partici-
pants in America’s future.”

Unfortunately the Kasich budget, be-
cause it will not tax the wealthiest
among us, cuts off this effort by Presi-
dent Clinton to bring dignity to fami-
lies that are striving to pull them-
selves out of poverty and welfare.

The bottom line is this: The Demo-
crat budget which we are supporting is
going to reduce the deficit more than
the Kasich budget, and the Democrat
budget is also going to get this econ-
omy moving forward again. We are
going to ask the wealthiest to pay
their fair share. We are going to invest
in kids and our future in training, and
education and health care because we
believe in people.

Those who stand here and support
the budget offered by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] are saying by
and large, ‘‘We should cut out all these
programs. We don’t need them."”

We do need them. Americans need
the Democrat substitute.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no” on
the substitute offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. LEWIS].
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Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I sure
would like a little less praise from the
Democrats and a whole lot more accu-
racy in regard to our plan.

I think, as everybody here knows and
as has been pointed out, I think, on
three separate occasions by the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], of
course in our block grant program we
have full funding of WIC and guarantee
that the States can spend no less than
12 percent, and we have covered all
these arguments that they make over,
and over and over again, and it is al-
most like saying, ‘“Well, we've got one
for one in spending cuts and taxes.”
That is phony baloney, just like the
previous speaker in talking about us
gutting WIC. It is simply not true. We
have full funding for WIC under our
program.

But I will tell my colleagues what we
do. We get rid of all the tired, worn-out
bureaucracies out there, and we bring
real reform.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. LEWIS] for having
yielded to me.

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the budget amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

This week it become so much easier
to show my differences with the Demo-
crats in respect to how to spend my
constituents’ money.

First, a Democrat report said we
should oppose the Kasich budget be-
cause it moves in the opposite direc-
tion of the Clinton plan. It does not
raise taxes. I ask, “Can you believe
that? Be against it because it doesn't
raise taxes?"’ Eliminates all spending
increases. ‘‘Can you believe that? Be
against it because it does not eliminate
all spending increases?"

Mr. Chairman, that is why I am vot-
ing for this Kasich amendment. It does
not increase taxes or spending.

Today these same Democrat politi-
cians will approve over $16 billion in
deficit spending. That is not just con-
tinuing wasteful spending. It is in-
creasing it.

There is $28 million for the District
of Columbia, $23 million to change
light fixtures in government buildings,
$150 million for the IRS. This is spend-
ing. The President and the Democrat
Congress increases, and this is what we
want to cut. The differences are that
clear.

Mr. Chairman, I say to the taxpayers,
“Grab your wallets and run. This Presi-
dent and this Democrat Congress think
you can't be trusted with your own
money."’

Now the Democrats are selling us on
how to invest our constituents’ money,
and I ask, ‘*Can you believe it? They
are now calling taxes an investment?”
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What a sad commentary, a Democrat
controlled Congress that has no idea as
to how to operate in the black are now
reborn financial planners who want to
invest our money. What a joke. Give
them more money, and they will spend
it.

Mr. Chairman, I think Americans can
be trusted to keep their own money.
Let us try that philosophy for a budget
and an economic policy.

Support the Kasich amendment. It
takes the first step toward deficit re-
duction. It cuts spending and does not
raise taxes. It is a good budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON], president of the freshman
class.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
speak today to the urgent need to pass
the budget resolution that is before us,
and not the Kasich plan. Today we are
challenged to take a brave stand for
our Nation and the people of our dis-
tricts. The eyes of the American people
are upon us. We are being watched to
see if we can make the tough decisions
that will enable the American people
to again feel secure about their eco-
nomic well being. To move this coun-
try forward we must not be content
with business as usual. There are those
who will tell us that the economy is
well. They will lead us to believe that
Main Street is once again booming, and
all of our workers are again full at
work. While there have been some
changes in the economy, there are still
far too many Americans caught in the
hopelessness and despair of unemploy-
ment. Far too many of our children are
dying because of inadequate prenatal
health care, and far too many of the
roads and bridges in our towns and
cities are at a point of dangerous dis-
repair.

The budget resolution before us pre-
sents an opportunity for us to make a
bold statement, to do the right thing.
The deficit is at an unacceptable level
and a plan is offered to address the
problem. Painful spending cuts across
the board are included in this plan. Let
me briefly say to my colleagues, that
the budget resolution certainly does
not please every one, but it is indeed
moving in the right direction. It moves
us toward a future of investment in the
critical physical and human resources
that are vital to our Nation’'s survival.

It directs much-needed attention to
the education and immunization of our
children.

It prepares our work force for the
changing nature of our economy.

It addresses the special nutrition pro-
gram for women, infants, and children
through the WIC program.

It addresses tax changes proposed in
the Presidential budget to move the
economy, and it has built-in measures
to keep it going once it gets on track.

In summary, the budget resolution
speaks to the heart of the need once
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again to focus on the needs of the peo-
ple of this great Nation. And yes, it
also contains a deficit-reduction plan
that is not smoke and mirrors. Unfor-
tunately, Representative KASICH, the
ranking Republican member on the
House Budget Committee has offered a
plan that is the reverse of what the
House Budget Committee has rec-
ommended. Let us look at just a few
points of the plan that the Representa-
tive has proposed:
DEFICIT REDUCTION

The Kasich plan only lowers the defi-
cit in the first 2 years. It is estimated
by the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities that because of the timing
difference, this plan does not achieve
as much long-term deficit reduction as
the President’s plan.

Most importantly, this plan places
the greatest burden for reducing the
deficit on low- and middle-income citi-
zens.

There is no investment in our chil-
dren, families, or the public infrastruc-
ture of our towns and cities.

Job training for our workers is ig-
nored, as is research and technology
development. I say it is time for us to
reject business as usual, and move
quickly to reject the Kasich plan and
accept the budget resolution before us.
It is a measure that will move this
great Nation and its people forward.

Mr. Chairman, let us do this today
because it is the right thing to do.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE].

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Chairman, the Presi-
dent challenged those who oppose his
budget to offer their own. Well done,
Mr. President. Good politics—good pol-
icy. A democratic process should pro-
mote the public discussion of alter-
natives.

So today's debate is about choices,
economics, and leadership. Upon what
principles do we base our resolve and
our approach to deal with the deficit?

I believe we have a deficit because
the Government spends too much and
is too ineffective and inefficient. The
Democratic leadership believes we have
a deficit because people are taxed too
little.

I believe, and the Kasich plan re-
flects, the fundamental economic fact
that we will never get the deficit under
control until the Government gets
spending under control.

The Democratic leadership believes
we will never get the deficit under con-
trol until Government taxes more and
spends more.

The energy tax will hurt Americans
and cost jobs. Mr. President, western
Pennsylvania has thousands of jobs
tied to energy sensitive industries.
Good jobs in competitive global mar-
kets which will be lost. Steel, paper,
aluminum—and the list goes on.
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Taxing our way to deficit reduction
will put some of these people on the
unemployment lines. The tax is regres-
sive, inflationary, and a very bad idea.

New spending will increase the cost
of long-term Government which pre-
dictably will require more revenue.
The expansion of Government is a
novel approach to deficit reduction. It
doesn’'t make sense to me. We should
be looking for ways to make a $1.5 tril-
lion Government better, not bigger.

My colleagues, we cannot tax our
way to prosperity and we cannot bluff
our way to a balanced budget.

The only way to reduce the deficit is
to permanently reduce spending and,
by doing so, the size of Government.

In 1980, the American people sent $517
billion to Washington for the Federal
Government to spend. By 1989, reve-
nues had grown to nearly $1 billion, yet
we remained over $150 billion in the
red. So, in spite of taxpayers digging
deeper and paying more, the Govern-
ment's insatiable appetite still could
not be controlled.

That's the picture, the more people
pay, the more Government spends. Let
us add one more certainty to Ben
Franklin's list—the only certainties in
life are death, taxes, and more Govern-
ment spending.

The Kasich plan recognizes the need
to reduce spending as the only way to
reduce the deficit. I don’t agree with
all of it. I differ with my friend on his
approach to Davis-Bacon, legal serv-
ices, and other components. But, like
any blueprint, we can move some lines
around to accommodate different pri-
orities. As a spending blueprint for
Congress, the Kasich plan offers the
most promise to deal honestly with the
deficit.

The Kasich budget simply recognizes
that before we ask people to open their
wallets and pay more taxes, Govern-
ment should tighten its own belt, and
do a much better job with the dollars
the American taxpayers already send
to Washington.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD].

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in reluctant opposition to the Ka-
sich substitute and in support of the
Budget Committee's fiscal year 1994
budget resolution.

The gentleman from Ohio is to be
commended for his diligence and his
passion in crafting his substitute
amendment. There is much in the plan
that I can support, and will support as
the reconciliation process moves for-
ward. I too want to kill World War II-
era agricultural subsidies. I especially
want to be able to support a budget
that doesn’t increase taxes.

The Kasich substitute calls for sig-
nificant budget cuts, no question about
it. But it fails on a number of other
counts. Most importantly, it fails to
pass the test of fairness. The Kasich
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amendment puts an incredibly unfair
burden on the elderly and the poor to
balance the budget. It calls for an addi-
tional 50-percent cut in Medicare be-
yond what the Budget Committee rec-
ommended, yet it does so in the ab-
sence of any plan for comprehensive
health care reform.

Kasich asks our senior citizens to
pay more, but makes no commitment
to seniors to address skyrocketing
health care costs.

That's just not fair.

The Kasich plan calls for $8.6 billion
in savings over 5 years by consolidat-
ing WIC, food stamps, and the School
Lunch Program. Mr. Chairman, there
is a reason that WIC has bipartisan
support—It works. Right now WIC
serves just 60 percent of the Nation's
women, infants, and children living
below the poverty line.

Mr. Chairman, that is just not fair.

The Kasich amendment fails to ad-
dress the economic realities facing our
Nation. We are facing a painful trans-
formation as we wean ourselves from
the defense buildup of the 1980’s. Cuts
in weapons systems have already hit
my district. In a few weeks, we are
going to vote on a plan to close dozens
of military bases nationwide. Yet
under the Kasich budget, we cannot
help any of the thousands of workers
and their communities as they go
through this painful transition.

It's just not fair.

Mr. Chairman, we must do more than
cut spending if we are to see progress
in deficit reduction. We must
reprioritize how we spend, for the econ-
omy must grow to bring in adequate
revenues. Without significant invest-
ments in highways and airports, edu-
cation, job training and R&D, the pri-
vate sector can’'t provide the growth
necessary to bring the budget into bal-
ance. By cutting student aid, by main-
taining the status quo on job training,
and by eliminating the Commerce De-
partment, the Kasich budget fails to
prepare us for the economy of the fu-
ture.

Mr. Chairman, it's just not fair, and
it's just not smart.

Finally, I feel obligated to point out
that the Kasich budget includes a pro-
vision of particular detriment to the
schoolchildren of Utah. Specifically, it
would prohibit all Federal land acquisi-
tions for 5 years. This provision could
devastate years of negotiation to re-
solve a long-standing dispute between
the Federal Government and the State
of Utah over the use of State-owned
school trust lands.

am prepared to cast difficult
votes—that's why we were sent here. I
want to ensure that the 103d Congress,
and the Clinton administration, are
heralded by historians as the ones that
brought an end to gridlock in Washing-
ton and set our Nation on a new course
of fiscal responsibility.

The Budget Committee has given us
a good framework—a fair framework—
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to begin this transition. The Kasich
budget in spite of its good points, falls
short. I urge its defeat and the adop-
tion of the committee plan.

0 1540

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentleman from Wy-
oming [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say to the gentlewoman from
Utah, if she was worried and concerned
about military base closings last Fri-
day, if this Clinton plan gets enacted,
which I am sure Les Aspin does not
favor, really, if he had his way it would
not be anything like this, almost ev-
erybody in this country who has any-
thing to do with the military is going
to be shaking in their boots when we
get to the base closing commissions
that are yet to be ahead under this
blueprint for Pentagon devastation,

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Kasich
amendment. It has been a very long de-
bate, and I have listened to most of it.
We have all thought about this a great
deal.

I was particularly interested in my
friend from Illinois. He and I had made
a trip to Europe last year to help the
Baltic States get away from having too
much government because that was not
an answer to their problem.

I think all of us here have decided
where we are. There is no need to talk,
in my view, about details. Everyone
here, I think, wants to achieve certain
goals. Such goals as a strong economy,
good, strong dependable jobs, the abil-
ity for people to own homes and edu-
cate their children. We all want to do
this.

Frankly, I am not persuaded that
more taxes and more spending is the
way to do that. I am not persuaded
that we continue to take more money
out of the private sector, put it in the
public sector is the way to achieve
those goals.

Indeed, it seems to me that we do
better in achieving these goals with
less government, rather than more.
Pretty simple. If we have less taxes,
rather than more. Pretty simple. We
leave dollars in the private sector.
That is where jobs and wealth are cre-
ated.

I cannot imagine the largest tax in-
crease in our history helping us
achieve the goals of a stronger econ-
omy.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Kasich substitute to the
House Budget resolution. The Kasich
substitute not only falls about $15 bil-
lion short from the committee’'s deficit
reduction efforts, but it also does not
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include any of the Clinton initiatives
for education, for health and job train-
ing, nor does it include any of the
President’'s tax incentives for small
business investment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to focus my re-
marks this afternoon on the Repub-
lican proposal to lump together several
Federal nutrition programs, including
WIC, food stamps, and school lunch
into one block grant for States.

In the past, Mr. Chairman, we have
heard this siren song of block grants
being more efficient than targeted Fed-
eral programs. And, like in the past,
the Republican proposal to throw these
programs into one budget bag and then
cut them back in their funding by $6.8
billion falls short of what is good.

Why is it that when we have a de-
fense program in trouble, like the B-1
bomber or the C-17 transport plane, de-
fense hawks say we can fix those prob-
lems by putting more money or throw-
ing more money at them? Yet some-
how, domestic programs like WIC or
school lunch are expected to work bet-
ter and serve more people when we give
them less money. And we are, under
the Kasich proposal, giving them less,
$6.8 billion less over the 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, study after study has
shown that cutting WIC funding would
be penny-wise and pound-foolish. My
subcommittee has jurisdiction over
this program, and I am very familiar
with it.

The USDA and the GAO and others
have found that each dollar spent in
the prenatal component of WIC results
in savings of between $1.92 and $4.21 in
Medicaid costs due to fewer low-weight
babies needing hospitalization.

Now, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KasicH], I am sure, because I have
great respect for him, sincerely be-
lieves that WIC is protected in his pro-
posal. But it is not, I assure him. It is
not.

I do not think there is anyone in this
House more familiar with WIC than I
am. Moreover, Mr. Chairman, the Re-
publicans' WIC-plus proposal does not
make sense from an administrative ef-
ficiency point of view.

Usually, block grants combine Fed-
eral programs, which are run by the
same State or local agency. However,
in this instance, State health depart-
ments run the WIC program, because
eligibility is based upon health-related
needs. Schools, on the other hand, op-
erate the School Lunch Program, be-
cause that is where the schoolchildren
are, in school. And county welfare
agencies operate the Food Stamp Pro-
gram because eligibility is based upon
income level.

We have three separate Federal nu-
trition programs with three very dif-
ferent target populations with different
needs, different venues.

Mr. Chairman, the Kasich substitute
has less deficit reduction, over $145 bil-
lion in unallocated ghost savings, and
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has unworkable new proposals like
WIC-plus which do not make economic
sense or administrative sense.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
SICH] is very sincere. I commend him
on his work. But his work falls short of
what is needed here. I urge my col-
leagues to reject the Kasich substitute.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KOLBE], for one more refutation.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I have just heard about this program
once again. Here we go.

We are not cutting the WIC spending.
We are going to cut the administrative
overhead. Is there one person out here
that thinks that these programs are so
efficient that we cannot take 5 percent
out for administrative costs? Five per-
cent is what we are talking about tak-
ing out.

This thing has been studied since
1974, There was a recommendation in
1974 that we combine these programs.
The Governors are asking for this.
They want the savings of combining
these programs, of reducing the admin-
istrative overhead.

We think we can get rid of this legis-
lation. What is it about the School
Lunch Program that makes the gen-
tleman think that we should be subsi-
dizing the sons and daughters of mil-
lionaires?

We would target these programs to
those that are 185 percent of poverty or
under. Not to everybody, as the School
Lunch Program does.

Our program would guarantee, in-
stead of 5 percent of funding in all
these programs for WIC, now, a floor of
12 percent, 2%2 times as much funding
for WIC as we now have.

Our program would make WIC a real
program and let it be run efficiently.

The gentleman wants to keep the bu-
reaucracies in place in the States and
the Federal Government.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. TUCKER].

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of the budget
resolution for fiscal year 1994 and in
strong opposition to the Kasich sub-
stitute amendment.

We have a choice today, indeed, Mr.
Chairman. Do we return to the philoso-
phy of old, a philosophy that has al-
most ruined the Nation, or do we move
forward, move forward with new vis-
ion?

We all know that we must reduce the
deficit, but the question is, do we do it
while at the same time investing—in-
vesting in our children, investing in
jobs, investing in training and edu-
cation, or do we choose not to invest in
America at all?

The President’s economic plan and
the budget that has been reported by
the Committee on the Budget answers
the question by saying that we must
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invest at the same time as reducing the
budget deficit by $510 billion over the
next 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot of
criticism about this package from the
Republicans, but is it not interesting
that it is their party that is respon-
sible for the budget deficit that has
ballooned in the last 12 years? And now
they want to tell us how to cure it.

Mr. Chairman, we Democrats are sad-
dled with the responsibility of reducing
the deficit and at the same time stimu-
lating the economy. And, most cer-
tainly, we will not be able to do it with
the Kasich amendment.

The resolution of the Committee on
the Budget contains the stimulus por-
tion of the President's plan and pro-
vides for a real package to reduce the
deficit. Investment is just what we
imagine it to be, sacrificing and spend-
ing today for a benefit tomorrow.

We must invest in the WIC Program.
We must invest in SBA loans. We must
invest with increased funding for peo-
ple like the people in my district, hard-
working Americans, Mr. Chairman,
who have resoundingly rejected the
gridlock and failed economic ap-
proaches of the Bush and Reagan years
and overwhelmingly demanded action,
and action and investment right now.

The Kasich amendment is one-dimen-
sional. It is concerned with only one
segment of society, and those are the
fat cats who made off with big bucks in
the 1980°'s and who now do not want to
put their fair share into this till in tax-
ation. It is unfair. It is insensitive, and
it is not right.

We still have in this country 8.9 mil-
lion people and more who are unem-
ployed.
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We still have in this country a need
to put $1 billion into the summer jobs
for disadvantaged youth this summer.
We have a situation in Los Angeles
right now that we are looking at an-
other riot, and we have not recovered
from the riots of last year. We need the
investment that is reported by the
budget resolution of the Budget Com-
mittee.

We need $4 billion for emergency un-
employment benefits. We need another
$2.6 billion for SBA loans, and most
certainly, we need the $1.9 billion for
the shortfall in funding for the Pell
grant situation. We need the $3 billion
for highway projects.

We cannot in any way afford the Ka-
sich amendment and all of the concerns
for investment that it overlooks and
that it leaves out. The people of Amer-
ica elected President Clinton, and now
the people of America must reject the
Kasich amendment.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the Republican alter-
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native of the Committee on the Budg-
et. It is by far the best plan that will
be considered today. The Republican
alternative is $430 billion of real, speci-
fied deficit reduction. It consists of
straightforward cuts, which denies the
Government a means to spend more.
We cut 160 programs and we tell how
we did it.

In contrast to the Democratic plan,
the Republican plan gets to work im-
mediately by cutting Federal spending
$38 billion in the first year compared to
the Democrats’ $6 billion cut. Unlike
the Democrats, who slapped on $60 bil-
lion in generic cuts at the last minute,
our plan provides point-by-point, pro-
gram-by-program specifics of who,
what, when, where, and the why of how
spending cuts are done.

I am particularly pleased with the
cuts we made in the area of adminis-
trative overhead and personnel. We aim
to reduce the waste, fraud, and mis-
management in Government. Simply,
we intend to increase the Govern-
ment's tooth-to-tail ratio, increasing
the part that works and reducing the
part that gets dragged around behind.

In the area of overhead we went
straight to what is called object class
20 of Federal spending, which includes
what the Government spends on travel,
transportation, rental payments, print-
ing, consulting, communications, and
supplies. These categories add up to a
whopping $340 billion annually. We
then made sure that we took every-
thing out that was not real, direct,
Federal spending so that there could be
no quibbling that the cuts we made
weren't possible.

We got down to what are called the
direct expenses—the money the
Goverment actually spends and that
came to $222 billion. But we didn’'t stop
there either. We went all the way down
to the Clinton number of $55 billion.

And from all these billions of dollars,
we took out $7 billion in the first year
and $48 billion over 5 years.

The Republicans on the House Budg-
et Committee have produced a plan
that will lower deficits and create eco-
nomic growth from day one. Compare
this to the Democrat plan that pro-
duces taxes from day one and economic
growth from day none.

Today, we have a choice: between
more taxes and no taxes. The Democrat
plan offers deficit reduction through
more taxes. The Republican plan offers
deficit reduction through more spend-
ing cuts. The Democrats would have
you believe that the only way to re-
duce the deficit is to raise taxes. We
Republicans are showing that this is
not true.

We do have a choice: Between high
taxes and no taxes, between obstacles
to economic growth and incentives to
economic growth, a choice between
words and action, a choice between the
taxing and spending that Congress has
always done and the real cuts that it
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has never done. A choice between Dem-
ocrat and Republican plans. When you
compare what they do, the choice is
clear.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in-
form the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
SICH] that he has 12 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABO] has 9 minutes remaining.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Cox], a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

The Republicans put together the Ka-
sich budget because we are serious
about deficit reduction. We believe
that we cannot eliminate deficit spend-
ing unless we actually cut spending.
The Clinton plan, on the other hand, as
brought to the floor by the House
Democrats, increases spending by $244
billion, and despite the protestations
on this side about significant spending
cuts, it contains no net spending cuts,
not this year, not next year, not any
year in the future.

Whom do you believe? I am going to
put my money where my mouth is. I
will write out a personal check for
$100,000, payable to Bill Clinton and the
Democratic National Committee, if
next year's spending is less than this
year's spending. I will resign my con-
gressional seat and I will write 100
times ‘‘I apologize to the Democrats.
They were telling the truth. They real-
ly did cut spending.”

Meanwhile, I will put my money and
my vote behind the Kasich budget.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman and the Members of the Re-
publican side of the Committee on the
Budget for their very, very fine work.
Let me tell the Members, I support the
Kasich budget. I do that because it is
the only budget we are going to see
today that leaves the United States
with a modicum of national defense.

Let us go to the baseline and see ex-
actly what we are doing here. Presi-
dent Bush asked the people who won
Desert Storm to put together a budget
that would maintain the security of
the United States and still allow for
some efficiencies. Those people, Dick
Cheney, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs, Colin Powell, and others, went
to work and they cut about $50 billion
out of the 1990 budget agreement. That
was the agreement where Democrats
and Republicans put together a number
that we thought would be adequate to
defend America. President Bush went
$50 billion below that.

Now the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KASICH] and the Committee on the
Budget have gotten together, they
have worked on efficiences, they have
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pulled down about $60 billion below
that level. To me that is just barely
enough to defend America, but it is
still much better than the Democrat
budget.

Interestingly, Mr. Aspin, the former
chairman of the House Committee on
Armed Services, now Secretary of De-
fense, put together his option C, and it
is just about where the Kasich budget
is. It is $60 billion below the Bush base-
line.

Let me tell the Members, the world is
a very, very dangerous place. I want to
go over four things that are happening
right now that every Member should
think about, because every Member
here has young men and women in the
armed services who need the right
equipment. Everyone here has a duty
to defend this country beyond the Con-
stitution. That is the most important
social program that we give out.

Right now in the Soviet Union, the
former Soviet Union, we still have four
states, four Russian states that have
nuclear systems. The pink slips on
those systems, just who controls them,
is still in doubt. We have hard-liners
taking over, paralyzing the Yeltsin ad-
ministration. In Bosnia we have a situ-
ation that is blowing up. In North
Korea we see the North Koreans pull-
ing out of the nuclear nonproliferation
treaty.

We have North Korea posing a great
danger to the United States, and we
have missiles proliferating around the
world, and especially in the Middle
East.

Everybody who is responsible here
should vote for the Kasich budget. It is
the closest thing to the Aspin option C
that we have seen, and the Democrat
budget absolutely guts national de-
fense. Lastly, the Democrat budget will
lead to a round of base closures that
will devastate and render into a ghost
town every military town in this coun-
try.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from  New York [Ms.
VELAZQUEZ],

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the substitute of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KasiIcH], and in support of the budget
resolution reported by the Budget
Committee, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64.

The President and the Democrats in
Congress have presented an investment
package that carefully balances the
needs and ambitions of our country for
jobs, housing, education, and economic
development, with the daunting reality
of an out-or-control budget deficit. The
budget accomplishes this delicate bal-
ance by fairly placing the greatest bur-
den on those that reaped the greatest
returns in the hit-and-run 1980’s.

For the first time in more than a dec-
ade, the executive and legislative
branches of Government are coming to-
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gether to outline the future of this
country. That future is paved by a plan
that commits two out of every three
dollars saved from spending cuts and
revenue increases for deficit reduction,
while one out of every three dollars
saved is used for new investment. As a
result, the budget substantially re-
duces the deficit while also making siz-
able investments to address unmet
needs.

I admit that I would have preferred a
package that went further in address-
ing the needs of our devastated com-
munities, a package that would have
contained more social investment. I
was particularly concerned when $63
billion in cuts were added to the Presi-
dent’s initial plan. These are real cuts
in significant areas, some of which
hurt. That is why I feel strongly that
the economic stimulus package cannot
be altered.

We must recognize that the disas-
trous economic decisions of the
Reagan/Bush years have choked us
with a long running economic reces-
sion. It has especially affected low-
wage laborers and people of color, and
damaged the prospects for long-term
economic growth in this country.

This Republican substitute sinks us
deeper into economic disinvestment.
We must oppose the Kasich substitute.
We must support the Democratic budg-
et package. And, we must support the
President’s stimulus package without
cuts. Only then, will we get this Nation
moving toward investment, growth,
and equity.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from the
great city of Columbus, Ohio, Ms.
PRYCE.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I applaud my friend
Mr. KASICH's plan to solve our coun-
try's problems without raising taxes.

Yesterday, I listened closely as our
colleagues have been discussing how
we're going to cut the deficit, restore
the economy, and create lasting new
jobs—all at the same time.

I can tell you right now that raising
taxes on working Americans is not the
answer. We have been down that road
before—of promised fiscal discipline in
exchange for higher taxes. We swal-
lowed the bitter tax pill in 1990, and
guess what happened? Economic
growth slowed down and valuable jobs
were lost.

Every day I read letters from back
home and I know that for hardworking
taxpayers living in middle America,
higher taxes will really hit home.

For a lot of families all across Amer-
ica like those in central Ohio, paying
more in taxes will mean really feeling
the hurt in everyday life—like waiting
another year to buy new boyscout uni-
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forms or dropping the piano lessons or
putting off the long-awaited family va-
cation.

Mr. Chairman, how can Congress ask
the American people to tighten their
belts another inch when they already
know the sad truth that higher taxes
leads to greater spending—not deficit
reduction.

So when we talk about sacrifice, con-
tribution, and patriotism, let’s not for-
get how devastating a tax hike will be
to working Americans across this great
country.

Let us make those sacrifices and con-
tributions through spending cuts—not
taxes. That will be a true act of patri-
otism for every Member here.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, might I in-
quire how much time is remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] has 7T min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsICH] has 8 minutes
remaining.

Mr. KASICH. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MANZULLO].

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to address an issue that
seems to have completely or partially
escaped notice by this body or by the
press, therefore our constituents are
also completely uninformed.

I am speaking, Mr. chairman, of the
12 years of missed opportunities by this
body. Twelve years and millions of dol-
lars worth of work to study, create,
and propose methods to eliminate the
Federal deficit and balance the budget.
I have taken the liberty of bringing
several samples to the floor today to il-
lustrate my point.

I have here a book by Alice Rivlin,
President Clinton’s Deputy Director of
the OMB. Written in 1984, this pro-
posal, entitled ‘“Economic Choices,”
has more meat to it than that proposed
by Mr. Clinton.

I am now holding up a copy of a Feb-
ruary 1981 CBO report entitled ‘“‘Reduc-
ing the Federal Budget: Strategies and
Examples, Fiscal Years 1982-86."" This
document stresses the reduction of
Government spending including infra-
structure projects, like highway pro-
grams. Let me read the preface to you:

This report was written in response to a re-
quest by twelve members of the House Budg-
et Committee—Robert N. Giaimo, Chairman
of the Committee for the 96th Congress,
James R. Jones, Chairman of the Committee
for the 97th Congress, Barber B. Conable, Jr.,
Bill Frenzel, Richard A. Gephardt, Delbert L.
Latta, Norman Y. Mineta, Bill Nelson, Leon
E. Panetta, Ralph 8. Regula, Paul Simon,
and Timothy E. Wirth—for a report on the
possible strategies that could lead to a re-
duction in the size of the federal budget.

The CBO Director at that time was
Alice Rivlin.

And not unlike these books, I have
book after book, recommendation after
recommendation, all for obtaining the
same objective, to eliminate the Fed-
eral deficit.
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These reports including this 1985
“Compendium of GAQO’s Views on the
Cost Savings Proposals of the Grace
Commission."

For 12 years this body has denied the
American people any real fiscal respon-
sibility while, all the time it was right
here. Right here under our noses vol-
umes and volumes of ideas that would
work. They are both Republican and
Democrat. And for 12 years, while all of
these proposals sat in unanswered
waiting, while the years of uncon-
trolled spending continued. The fiscal
dilemma of this Government is not the
result of poor administrative policy,
rather it is the result of 12 years of un-
bridled, arrogant, spending at the ex-
pense of the American middle class.
The same middle class that President
Clinton—the Democrat leaders—take
more money from.

I would like to offer my support to
the Republican counter proposal au-
thored by my colleague, Mr, KASICH. I
also want to point out my agreement
with my distinguished colleague from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON], that the U.S.
Government has absolutely no problem
raising revenues. Federal revenues
have nearly tripled in 10 years to $1.2
trillion.

There is no need to raise taxes. The
only thing we need to do is reduce and
control the spending of the Federal
Government. I urge support of Mr. Ka-
SICH's plan. I also urge America and
this body to read the fine print: The
only failed economic policy the last 12
years is that Congress cannot control
spending.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Let me just indicate, Mr. Chairman,
that I have a note that suggests that
earlier on limiting travel at the end of
the year would save $300 million, which
is a good suggestion, one of the prob-
lems, frankly, is that in relationship to
how the minority budget is structured,
60 percent of that savings would come
in DOD. And as I understand the mi-
nority proposal, you could only make
10 percent of the savings out of DOD.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
MAZZOLI].

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr, Chairman, let me
first thank Chairman SABO for yielding
me this time and to congratulate him
on a job very well done. This, of course,
is his floor debut as chairman of our
committee, and it has been handled
very adroitly, and I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s leadership; and also to com-
mend my friend, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KasIcH] for also making his
debut. And while the gentleman may
not win his battle today, he has done
his job admirably.

I could quarrel, and will slightly,
with the gentleman from Ohio's offer-
ing. I think in function 400, according
to Budget Committee data, there is a
60-percent cut in mass transit operat-
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ing assistance in the gentleman’s pro-
posed budget and a 50-percent cut in
mass transit capital assistance which
for us in Louisville, KY, is quite dev-
astating.

Also in function 450, which is commu-
nity and regional development, the
budget data suggest that community
development block grants would be cut
by $500 million, and the community de-
velopment banks, which we are getting
into at home, would be severely lim-
ited.

So I certainly support the offering of
the gentleman from Minnesota, our
chairman, and oppose that of the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

I think it is important to note that
there is in the committee bill $510 bil-
lion of Federal spending cuts by the
year 1997. It reduces the Federal deficit
by over $140 billion in that same period
of time, and I think it is important to
note that the budget numbers used are
Congressional Budget Office numbers,
which are less optimistic, more pessi-
mistic, than some of the data which
could have been used, which means
that we have real numbers for a
change. We can actually rely upon this
data.

I am also told that there is in the
near years a $1 to $1 spending cut to
tax increase ratio in order to yield
these budget savings, and in the out
years the ratio is §1.5, actually slightly
more, $1.5 of cuts to taxes.

So I think what we have here in the
budget is an acknowledgment of what
the American people have told us. They
want spending cuts more so than they
want tax increases, and that is em-
bodied in this bill, $2 of every $3 raised,
whether it is raised by cuts or in tax
increases, goes toward deficit reduc-
tion.

All in all, this is a good investment
package, this is a good savings pack-
age. Let us adopt the committee bill
and oppose and defeat the Kasich
amendment.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL].

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the Kasich budget and com-
pliment the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KAsICH] and the members of his com-
mittee for their hard work. I disagree
with some of the specifics, but unlike
the Democrat alternative, it is specific.

What it demonstrates is that we can
effectively attack the deficit without
raising taxes, and, therefore, without
hurting the economy.

If we adopt the Kasich budget, we
will at least have an opportunity, a
viable concept for deficit reduction and
economic growth. We will later have
plenty of chances to make specific
changes in the authorization and ap-
propriation bills.

One reason the Kasich budget is pref-
erable to the committee budget is be-
cause it is infinitely more sensible in
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the way it cuts defense. Kasich dem-
onstrates that defense can be cut. It
cuts defense over 5 years by $76 billion.
The committee/Clinton budget would
slash defense by $127 billion over this
same time. That would be irrespon-
sible. Within a year or two we would
have to reverse course.

Do not take my word for it. Listen to
one of the most respected congres-
sional experts on defense, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA], chairman of the House Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee, who
today is quoted in the Washington
Times as saying that we can’t get by
for more than 1 year without either
spending more money or having a hol-
low force. That phrase echoes omi-
nously from the Carter administration.

Today, we heard testimony in the
Armed Services Committee confirming
that even now, we are seeing signs of
the hollow-force problem. We are
stretched so thin that even a relatively
small and benign operation like our
help in Somalia has left us unable to
maintain Navy training tempo in the
Pacific. Similarly, we are allowing
some key Army divisions to go under-
manned because the pace of the
drawdown has caused dislocations. We
just have to keep our fingers crossed
that these divisions are not needed
while they remain undermanned.

Cutting defense, Mr. Chairman, is a
serious business, It must be done re-
sponsibly. The Democrat budget fails
that test. The Kasich budget ap-
proaches the issue seriously and re-
sponsibly. It is another reason to sup-
port the Kasich budget.

Mr. Chairman, ending gridlock seems to
mean something different in Washington than
it does everywhere else in America.

When the American people talk about end-
ing gridlock, they mean that Members of Con-
gress and the President should put aside par-
tisan differences and produce real solutions to
the Nation's problems.

In Washington, ending gridiock means going
along to get along. And, let's be clear that
going along with the budget resolution before
us today will get President Clinton and some
Members of Congress the additional funds
they need to pay for their favorite programs,
but it will also get the American people higher
taxes, bigger budget deficits, and a weaker
economy.

President Bush negotiated a similarly bad
deal in 1990, and | voted against it. Partisan-
ship wasn't an excuse to support bad policy
then, and it is not the reason to oppose the
Clinton plan now. The reason to oppose the
Clinton plan is that it is flawed and won't work.

Problem No. 1: It is weighted far too heavily
toward tax increases. The Clinton budget calls
for the largest tax increase in American his-
tory, including higher taxes on Social Security
benefits and a new energy tax that violates
the President’'s pledge not to raise taxes on
the middle class. So much for tax fairness.

Problem No. 2: Defense and agriculture are
about the only parts of the budget that would
actually be cut, by nearly $40 billion, 14 per-
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cent and $10 billion, 50 percent respectively.
By 1997, defense will have been cut 37 per-
cent since 1985 alone, and defense as a
share of gross national product will amount to
less than at any time since Pearl Harbor.
Other spending will actually increase by about
$350 billion, or nearly 24 percent, by fiscal
year 1998 under the Clinton plan. So much for
spending cuts.

In response to the Congressional Budget
Office’s criticism that the Clinton program falls
more than $60 billion short of the originally
claimed savings and receipts, the Budget
Committee calls for $63 billion in unspecified
miscellaneous spending cuts. So much for

ifics.

Problem No. 3: The President's own Office
of Management and Budget [OMB] projects
that the deficit will fall by only $50 billion by
1998—from the Congressional Budget Office’s
estimated $291 billion in fiscal year 1994 to
$241 billion in fiscal 1998—and then continue
to rise thereafter. So much for deficit reduc-
tion.

Problem No. 4: The Clinton plan will cause
the economy to falter just as it is beginning to
recover. According to the National Center for
Policy Analysis, the plan will lower capital for-
mation in the United States by $1.8 trillion
through 1998; and, as a result, economic
growth is projected to be almost half a per-
centage point lower than it would otherwise
be. That translates into 1.4 million fewer jobs
created over the next 5 years.

Because the Clinton plan will cause slower
growth, the average American family will find
itself worse off. The National Center estimates
that economic loss to equal more than $1,000
for every man, woman and child in the coun-

Mr. Chairman, during the last several
weeks, my office has been flooded with phone
calls, postcards and letters urging Congress to
cut spending first. We have an alternative that
would do just that. The Kasich budget includes
detailed spending cuts that would produce
$429 billion in deficit reduction over 5 years
without any tax increases. No one is going to
like every spending cut proposed, but it rep-
resents the only option for real change and
the only option that gets to the root cause of
the deficit problem—excessive Government
spending.

| urge my colleagues to reject the Clinton
budget and support the Kasich alternative.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I came here 12 years ago with Ronald
Reagan, and I hope the American peo-
ple have not forgotten the mess we had
to clean up the last time the Demo-
crats had control of both Houses of
Congress and the Presidency. We had
the highest interest rates and the high-
est inflation of any time in this cen-
tury. We had a lower growth rate and a
higher unemployment rate than we
have right now.

It took a lot of time and effort for
the Republicans to get spending under
control and to reduce the increase in
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taxes that the American people were
always facing.

Now, we have that same proposal
again from the Democrats. Basically
we have the Democrats in control of
both Houses of Congress and the Presi-
dency, and they are coming back with
the same Carteresque proposals.

The reason the economy faltered 12
years ago, or 14 years ago under the
Democrats was not because of Jimmy
Carter’s stupid smile, and it was not
corrected because of Ronald Reagan’s
personality. It was because of the poli-
cies of low taxes and responsible spend-
ing policies that gave us the chance in
the 1980's to expand.

President Bush gave in to the Demo-
crats 2 years ago and agreed to a tax
increase, a Democratic tax increase,
which knocked the legs out from under
our economy.

The Democrats are now using that as
an excuse to even have further tax in-
creases and further spending increases.

I say vote for the Kasich budget. Let
us go back to the good old days of
growth rather than the really bad old
days of Jimmy Carter.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, my col-
leagues, what we are experiencing here
today, make no mistake about it, is
the fallacy of Reaganomics, the chick-
ens coming home to roost 12 years
later, the fallacy of the Reagan pro-
gram that somehow you could cut
taxes, increase spending, and never
have to pay the piper.

Well, this is now the moment of
truth. My friend, the previous speaker,
just spoke about Reagan budget plans.
May I remind him that under those two
great conservative Presidents, Reagan
and Bush, we have had more budget
deficits than we have had in the pre-
vious 200-and-some-odd years of the
United States of America. So when we
talk about fiscal responsibility, let us
put it where it is, and let us put the ir-
responsibility where it is as well.

We talk about balanced budgets.
Twelve years of Reagan and Bush, not
once did the President submit a bal-
anced budget to the U.S. Congress. We
talk about cuts, and we know that it is
not true that you can get this budget
deficit down solely by cutting pro-
grams.

Everyone wants somebody else's pro-
gram to be cut. Everyone wants pro-
grams from the other region of the
country to be cut. The fact of the mat-
ter is that we need to have a reason-
able and balanced program, and that is
why 1 rise in strong support of the
Clinton budget proposal, House Concur-
rent Resolution 64, and in opposition to
the Kasich substitute.

This is the first time since I have
been in Congress that a President has
offered a bold economic program for
the country. Under House Concurrent
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Resolution 64, the deficit would be re-
duced by $510 billion over the next b
years, and I commend the chairman,
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
SABO], and the Committee on the Budg-
et for adding $63 billion in additional
cuts to the President’s plan.

We face serious economic problems
today because we have spent the last
dozen years avoiding the growing budg-
et deficit.

I commend President Clinton for
changing the debate on the Federal
budget deficit from smoke and mirrors
to a realistic approach to deficit reduc-
tion.

Many political groups from across
the political spectrum are supporting
the budget proposal issued by the
President and the Committee on the
Budget. Alan Greenspan, a Republican
appointee, for one, says it is going in
the right direction. The Wall Street
Journal ran a front-page article which
reported that three conservative Uni-
versity of Michigan economists predict
a stronger economy and a shrinking
Federal deficit if the President sticks
to his plan. They forecast growth of 3.2
percent this year and 2.3 percent
growth in 1994. Additionally, they pre-
dict a reduction of the Federal deficit
to $275 billion in fiscal year 1993, and in
fiscal year 1995, the deficit could fall
below $175 billion, which is more than
$50 billion below where it would be
without the proposed changes today.

There are no quick fixes to our eco-
nomic problems. It took us 12 years to
crawl into this, and it will take us a
long time to crawl out of it.

But the easy vote today in the short
term, voting for the Clinton plan, is
the easy vote in the long term, because
making difficult decisions today will
build a better future tomorrow.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, for our
final speaker, I yield the remainder of
our time, 2 minutes, to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Georgia
[Ms. MCKINNEY].

Ms. McCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, it is
my pleasure to speak on behalf of the
Democratic notion of fairness before
the House today.

When our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle say that they want less
Government, we need to listen very
carefully and hear between their lines.

The American people gave the Repub-
licans 12 years to demonstrate what
their kind of leadership means.

The American people voted against
them because their record of leadership
is very clear.

Republican leadership resulted in the
largest budget deficits in our country's
history; negative growth in the income
of average American families; a decline
in child nutrition, health care, hous-
ing, and job training.

On the other side, however, Repub-
lican leadership also resulted in the en-
richment of the military industrial
complex and a startling increase in in-



5630

come for those in the top 1 percent of
family income groups in this country.

There were very clear winners and
losers during the last 12 years of Re-
publican helmsmanship.

It is very clear that Government
served the needs of a few of us at the
expense of the rest of us.

So the central issue that we must
hear between their lines is not about
big Government or little Government,
but whom that Government is to serve,

Our Nation's budget is a political
document that reflects our national
priorities—and there are clear winners
and losers. But it ought to, as well, be
a moral document.

A document that says that we will
care for our children; that we will train
our youth; that we will prepare our
young adults for life that is good and
full and productive. And, also, that we
will care for our seniors.

Most importantly, Government
ought to say to every American child
and adult that their talents are wanted
and needed.

The budget is where the rubber meets
the road. Do we care about diversity?
Then we level the playing field so all
can participate fully.

Do we care about our children and
their education? Then we immunize
our children, give them a head start,
and teach them to yearn to learn, and
then allow them to learn and earn.

Do we care about providing jobs and
protecting our environment and just
plain old setting a new moral tone in
this Country?

We get no relief from the Kasich
plan. By contrast, Mr. KASICH is up to
the same old time-tested, vote-tested
Republican tricks of the past—even
cutting food aid for the poor, the WIC
Program, legal aid, and community de-
velopment block grants.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to defeat the Kasich plan, because the
Republicans just do not get it.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes, the balance of my time, to
the Republican leader, the very distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Kasich substitute, and I
have to say at the very outset that I
have been somewhat amused at the
criticism being leveled by the big guns
on the Democratic side of the aisle
against the Kasich proposal, rather
than touting their own budget that is
supposed to reflect all this change in
direction, mandated by the American
people's vote for the Clinton adminis-
tration.

Here you are with an 83-vote major-
ity in this House, and you have to de-
vote most of your time criticizing our
plan rather than touting your own.
Why are you so reluctant to talk about
all of those goodies involved in your in-
creased spending? Is it because, to be
credible, you have to also talk about
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all the taxes necessary to fund this
level of spending, and that real deficit
reduction will have to wait for another
day?

We acknowledge that we cannot play
Santa Claus here today and have to
face up to reality.

Cuts have to be made in a number of
sensitive areas, or all of the rhetoric
about reducing the size of government
has a very hollow ring.

This is, indeed, a defining moment
between the two parties, the Demo-
cratic Party's approach, and our Re-
publican Party’s approach.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
SICH] and our budgeteers have shown
clearly that significant, specific cuts,
can be made and the deficit signifi-
cantly reduced without raising taxes.
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Now, some will say budgets are only
political documents, so why bother
with the specifics? But you cannot get
to the whole without adding up the
sum of the parts.

Mr. Chairman, we are proud of our
work product, and that is why we offer
it as a substitute. Admittedly, this de-
bate on a budget resolution may only
be about choosing which road we in-
tend to follow to get us where we want
to go through the balance of this year.
The real work will be done in the
trenches of our committees over the
next few months by way of reconcili-
ation and appropriations bills.

You on the Democratic side have the
votes to beat us down today, but this is
not the end of the fight; it is just the
beginning.

We have a long, long way to go.

And every step of the way, we Repub-
licans will be reminding the American
people that the Democratic majority
prefers to raise taxes on practically ev-
eryone and Republicans do not. Run
away from that fact, if you can. Deny
it, if it makes you feel better for a
time. Pound the drums of class warfare
loudly, if that sort of nonsense appeals
to you. But, sooner or later, the Amer-
ican people are going to see through it
all.

And to my fellow Republicans, in
conclusion, I say: The President chal-
lenged us to come up with specific cuts.
I do not believe he thought we could or
would do it. But he underestimated our
tenacity and our ability to do just
that. Mr. KASICH and all my friends on
our side on the Committee on the
Budget, stalwart members of that Com-
mittee on the Budget, met that chal-
lenge brilliantly. We can do no less
than support them wholeheartedly
with our votes for the Kasich sub-
stitute here this afternoon.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of the budget proposed by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

He and his colleagues on the Budget Com-
mittee met President Clinton's challenge to
come to the table with alternatives, and their
efforts deserve recognition.
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| regret that | cannot support the budget
proposed by President Clinton. While the
President does propose spending reductions,
they are modest in comparison to the new
taxes he would levy. It is this imbalance that
makes it impossible for me to vote for the
Clinton plan.

The Kasich plan, in comparison, attacks the
deficit by reducing Federal spending.

Radio commentator Paul Harvey struck a
chord in my area of Pennsylvania when he
urged people to pass on three words of advice
to their representative in Congress: “cut
spending first.”

The Kasich plan does just that. It actually
makes the difficult choices we have been talk-
ing about for the past decade. | do not agree
with each and every spending decision in the
plan, but, on the whole, it is even-handed.

Beyond spending cuts, the Kasich plan calls
for new user fees to offset the cost of some
services, but it does not impose new taxes.
While | am not unwiling to consider new
taxes, the Btu tax proposed by the administra-
tion is unacceptable. The burden imposed by
such a tax would fall disproportionately on en-
ergy producing States, such as Pennsylvania,
and on retirees who are living on fixed in-
comes.

Finally, the Kasich plan calls for long over-
due management reforms, such as perform-
ance-based budgeting, that will help to ensure
that taxpayers dollars are not wasted through
mismanagement.

| urge support for the Kasich alternatives.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong support of the Republican Budget Com-
mittee’s alternative. The Democrats chal-
lenged the Republicans to develop an alter-
native proposal with specific spending cuts.
Mr. Chairman, we on the Budget Committee
rose to that challenge and developed a plan
with real spending cuts, in fact, our plan calls
for $429 billion in cuts over five years without
new taxes and without touching Social Secu-
rity benefits.

The Democrat's budget proposal calls for
the largest tax increase in history, more gov-
ernment, more spending, and fewer jobs. Defi-
cits are reduced by controlling spending, not
by increasing taxes and domestic spending as
President Clinton and my friends on the other
side of the aisle would have you believe. The
Republican plan is a real alternative, with no
new taxes, less government, more jobs, and
more take-home pay.

Since President Clinton announced his eco-
nomic proposal on February 17, 1993, my of-
fice has been flooded with thousands of tele-
phone calls, letters, and postcards from Ameri-
cans who want to see Congress cut spending
first before raising taxes. Mr. Chairman, the
American people are tired of bearing the bur-
den of tax increases to pay for wasteful gov-
ernment programs. It is time that Congress
take a long hard look at government programs
and learn to make sacrifices and budget cuts
as the American public has done for years.

In response to our constituents, the Repub-.
lican proposal will save the typical American
family earning $34,000 in aftertax income
from paying $488 more annually in Federal
taxes. The Republican plans has no tax in-
creases on energy or consumption and lets
the 2.5 cents a gallon gasoline tax expire in
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1995 as scheduled. Therefore, take-home pay
is increased, not decreased for the average
family.

Mr. Chairman, the American people are call-
ing for change in Congress. President Clinton
is asking the Federal bureaucracy to scale
back 112,000 jobs and take about $33 billion
in administrative savings. The Republican al-
ternative cuts 162,000 jobs in the bureauc-
racy, cuts Government overhead $49 billion
over 5 years, calls for a 15-percent cut in
spending for both legislative and executive
branches, and freezes COLA's for Represent-
atives and Senators as well as other Federal
workers.

In addition, the Republican plan calls for
several commonsense reforms. One example
is in regards to social programs. We suggest
combining WIC and other food and nutrition
programs into WIC-Plus and funding it through
block grants to States. Twelve percent of the
allocated block grant moneys must go to WIC,
but States are given fiexibility, the flexibility
they need to allocate funds to the programs
which show the greatest need. WIC-Plus
should serve as a model of reform for other
social service programs by combining pro-
grams which often overlap, thus best utilizing
Government resources and eliminating need-
less waste.

In regards to national defense, the Repub-
lican Budget Committee proposal reduces de-
fense by about $60 billion as opposed to the
Democrat plan which reduces national de-
fense by $122 billion over 5 years with no real
plans for achieving these cuts. The Repub-
lican plan cuts foreign aid programs by more
than $13 billion instead of the Democrat pro-
posed cut of only $3.1 billion over 5 years.
The Republican plan also provides for greater
burdensharing on the part of our transatlantic
allies.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican proposal is
less costly to the elderly than the Democrats’
proposal. Our plan on this side of the aisle
would cut Medicare outlays by $73 billion by
means testing a portion of Medicare for sen-
iors with incomes over $100,000 which is only
fair. On the other hand, the combined Medi-
care and Social Security tax increase sug-
gested by the Democrats totals $85 billion
over 5 years. The Democrat plan achieves
most of their Medicare savings on higher part
B premiums that impact seniors in all income
brackets.

Mr. Chairman, | would also like to share
some of the reforms that the Republican
Budget Committees’ health care working
group has suggested. As | have already point-
ed out, our plan calls for a reduction in Medi-
care outlays of $73 billion over 5 years and in-
cludes a policy to lower malpractice costs thus
allowing reimbursement rates to be held con-
stant for 1 year. We also call for coinsurance
on home health care and clinical lab services
for beneficiaries, increasing cost conscious-
ness in the Medicare system. The health care
working group would also like to implement
many of the policy reforms suggested by the
Republican leader's task force on health.
These reforms call for comprehensive health
care reform and adopting the Action Now
Health Care Reform Act.

In closing, | would again like to point out
that in this era of economic recovery, it is im-
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perative that Congress cut spending first be-
fore raising taxes. The American people are
tired, tired of wasteful government spending,
tired of more taxes, and tired of being ignored.
They have repeatedly asked for Congress to
listen to their concerns and cut spending first.
The Republicans have heard the people and
our proposal cuts spending first. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask my friends on both sides of the
aisle to join me in supporting the Republican
committee’s budget alternative.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, today | rise to
express my opposition in the strongest terms
to the proposal being offered today by Bill
Clinton and the Democrat majority in Con-
gress.

The budget proposal offered by the Demo-
crats is a recipe for economic and fiscal disas-
ter. It proposes to increase taxes at a time
when Americans are already overtaxed. It pro-
poses to increase taxes at a time when we
have a fragile economy—higher taxes will only
stifle job creation and economic growth. It pro-
poses to continue the path of excessive gov-
ernment spending—excessive spending is the
reason our Federal Government is currently
saddled with a massive debt.

Depending on whose estimates you believe,
Bill Clinton is proposing to raise taxes any-
where from $250 billion to $315 billion. No
matter which figure you use, if his proposal
becomes law, it will be the largest tax increase
in the history of our Nation. Moreover, regard-
less of the exact figures, his proposal taxes
everyone from the small business owner, to
the Social Security recipient, to the working
middle income American family. And we
thought Mr. Clinton was only going to sock it
to the rich.

It is an absolute outrage that a man who ac-
tually promised middle American taxpayers a
tax cut during the campaign can now turn
around and unblushingly propose to raise
taxes in a magnitude of historic proportions.
Mr. Clinton’s assertion that the reason he
must now raise taxes is because the deficit
figure is higher than he anticipated during the
campaign is, quite frankly, bull. In fact, last
July during the campaign, Clinton predicted
even higher deficits—up to $400 billion—than
actually materialized. Moreover, Democrat
Budget Committee members advising Clinton
during the campaign, and working with their
good friends at the Congressional Budget Of-
fice [CBO], certainly were well aware of what
to expect in the way of deficit figures. Most
conspicuous among those members is Leon
Panetta, former chairman of the House Budget
Committee and now Clinton’s Director of Of-
fice of Management and Budget [OMB]. For
Clinton to rationalize raising taxes based on
claims of new deficit figures is the height of
hypocrisy. This is just another example of Mr.
Clinton trying to be slick.

More importantly, regardless of what the ac-
tual deficit figures are, it is excessive spending
not insufficient tax revenues that has produced
our gushing red ink. Indeed, when you com-
bine Federal, State, and local taxes, you find
that the American taxpayer is already being
taxed at all-time record high levels. Analyzing
the Federal budget over the past 12 years fur-
ther drives home the point. In 1980 revenues
to the Federal Treasury were $500 billion. By
1992, revenues had soared to $1.1 trillion—a
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massive $600 billion increase in 12 years. In
other words, in 12 years the American tax-
payer shouldered an additional Federal tax
burden that was greater than the magnitude of
the entire tax burden it took us over 200 years
to reach.

One would think that the Federal Govern-
ment could do just fine with $600 billion in
new tax dollars each year, but alas it isn't
enough to quench the insatiable thirst of
Democrats in Congress. During that same
timeframe, Federal expenditures rose from
$600 billion to nearly $1.4 trillion—an increase
of $800 billion. This simply illustrates the his-
torical fact that for every new dollar the Treas-
ury receives in taxes, Congress spends $1.60
more. Indeed, the 1990 budget deal which had
promised spending cuts for every dollar in new
taxes, instead resulted in Congress spending
an additional $2.37 for every dollar in new
taxes.

Republicans have been willing to make the
hard choices and make the spending cuts.
How many times in the past 12 years have |
seen this Congress, on a party line vote, reject
Republican amendments to trim as little as 1
percent from an appropriation bill. How many
times have | seen the Democrat-controlled
Rules Committee decide to prevent Repub-
licans from offering amendments to cut spend-
in% and make economies.

ndeed, in that regard | was deeply dis-
appointed that the Democrats did not allow my
good friend from Indiana, Congressman DAN
BURTON, to offer his budget freeze proposal. |
have long been an advocate of an across the
board spending freeze. Mr. BURTON’s proposal
would have made a bigger dent in the deficit
than any of the proposals before us today.
Moreover, in my view, Mr. BURTON's across-
the-board freeze is the fairest way to spread
the burden of spending cuts—everyone who
benefits from Federal spending must tighten
the belt. However, once again, in an abuse of
their uninterrupted control of the House of
Representatives for the past 40 years, the
Democrats decided to gag the opposition rath-
er than debate a viable alternative on its mer-
its.

Republicans have proposed viable alter-
natives and the budget proposal offered by my
good friend, JOHN KASICH, is the kind of pro-
posal that the American public deserves. It
proposes no tax increases and will cut the def-
icit significantly. | can only hope that there are
Democrats in the House that can see the error
of Mr. Clinton’s ways and join Republicans in
supporting the Kasich budget.

Mr. Chairman, Bill Clinton has broken his
promise to the American people as he has
broken so many other promises in his short
tenure. Mr. Clinton does not understand one
basic fact—Americans are not undertaxed—
Congress is spending too much. In my view,
Bill Clinton sold the American voter a bill of
goods. | am afraid that this President, who re-
ceived only 43 percent of the popular vote,
and this Congress, do not understand the na-
ture of the problem. As Bill Clinton should say
“It's spending, stupid.”

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Kasich budget proposal.
It is a bold plan and is clearly the best choice
to reduce spending and the budget deficit.

The Republican plan is detailed and specific
and best of all it reduces the deficit by $429
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billion over 5 years without raising taxes, with-
out touching Social Security, without slashing
defense and without crippling the economy.
The Republican plan is a plain commonsense
approach of cutting spending by eliminating
outdated programs and reforming or reducing
many others.

The Republican proposal reforms Medicaid,
public housing, foreign aid programs, the med-
ical malpractice system, and child nutrition
programs. The plan also reduces funding for
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the
Arts and Humanities, the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, and reduces mass transit operating sub-
sidies. The Republican package eliminates un-
necessary Government agencies like the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, and the Travel
and Tourism Administration. Further, the plan
cancels the advanced solid rocket motor, halts
acquisitions of crude oil for the SPR, and im-
poses a 5-year moratorium on all Federal land
purchases. Finally, the plan includes deep
cuts in Federal overhead, personnel and travel
costs. The plan is good policy and deserves
our vigorous support.

| am opposed to the Democratic budget res-
olution. It is as my Republican colleagues on
the House Budget Committee said, a “formula
for failure” because it resorts to tax increases
to reduce the deficit. The Sabo substitute re-
lies heavily on President Clinton's spending
priorities and assumes his proposals for tax in-
creases. While the budget resolution does not
enact or fund any of the President’s proposals,
it sets the aggregate numbers to guide the de-
cisions that will be made in the months ahead.

The Democratic package includes $316 bil-
lion in tax increases, one of the largest tax in-
creases in history; $186 billion in Government
spending increases on favored domestic pro-
grams, $112 billion in undefined defense cuts,
$156 billion in nondefense cuts, for a total of
$362 billion in deficit reduction.

| object to the new taxes not only because
| am convinced that Congress will spend the
tax revenue, but because raising taxes by
$316 billion | fear will stifle the weak economic
recovery. Employers who will be hit with high-
er taxes under Clinton's plan will have to cut
costs and that probably means laying off em-
ployees—making the 7.1 percent unemploy-
ment rate even worse. Fewer workers mean
fewer people paying taxes and Government
spending more scarce tax dollars on unem-
ployment benefits. Also taking money out of
the pockets of consumers in the form of higher
income and energy taxes will mean they have
less to spend and invest. That will have an ad-
verse effect on economic growth.

While the economy has been sluggish for
the past 18 months, there are positive signs of
economic recovery. The last thing we need
are policies that raise taxes and increase Gov-
ernment regulation and spending. Economic
growth is promoted by reducing Federal con-
trols on private sector production, income and
wealth creation, not by higher taxes. President
Clinton's plan will hamper job creation and
economic expansion by increasing the tax bur-
den on all income groups and raising deficit
spending on additional Government programs.

Finally, after conclusion of debate on the
budget resolution, the House will take up the
stimulus package. | believe we should not
spend the $16.3 billion on the short-term eco-
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nomic stimulus package. This spending is
largely in the form of Government make-work
jobs that in the short run will drive up the defi-
cit, and in the long run will not create lasting
jobs. We would be better off to reduce the
Federal deficit by an additional $16.3 billion.

The President is suppose to be looking for
ways to reduce the deficit—estimated to be
$327 billion—and instead has found a way to
add over $16 billion in new deficit spending.
Such spending is unnecessary and expensive
and will result in very few jobs. There are
roughly 13 programs in this bill that do not
create any jobs and there are another 16 pro-
grams that create jobs at a cost of $200,000
or more per job. Obviously, jobs are not the
main purpose of this spending program. The
OMB Director, Leon Panetta, claims the bill
will create 219,000 jobs. At $16.3 billion in
total spending, each new job will cost $89,041
per job. As the Republican members of the
Appropriation Committee pointed out, the pri-
vate sector created 219,000 jobs in 17 days in
February, when the economy generated an
estimated 345,000 jobs in 1 month and at no
cost to the Federal Government.

The so-called stimulus package is loaded
with pork and includes many non-emergency
spending programs all of which will be added
to the deficit. Some examples of non-
emergency spending include $148 million for
IRS tax system modernization, $100 million for
a variety of energy conservation programs and
activities, $28 million for the District of Colum-
bia to reduce its debt, $800,000 to begin pre-
paring for whitewater canoeing at the 1996
Olympics, $560,000 for air circuit breakers and
rest room repairs, and $19.8 million for an
overseas vaccination program for children.

| am opposed to excessive spending at a
time when our first priority should be reducing
the budget deficit.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the Kasich substitute amendment
to the fiscal year 1994 budget resolution be-
cause it attacks our Nation's budget deficit at
the heart of the problem—that is reducing
Government spending rather than raising
taxes and revenues.

Before discussing the specific details of the
various budget proposals before us today, it is
important to keep in mind that the budget res-
olution is a nonbinding document that is not
even signed into law by the President. It sim-
ply sets spending and revenue targets for the
Appropriations, authorizing, and Ways and
Means, and Finance Committees of the House
and Senate. None of the assumptions of any
of these amendments is binding on the House
or Senate. In fact, regardless of what happens
with these resolutions today, the real work of
the House and Senate to reduce the Federal
budget deficit is just beginning and will require
many long debates and difficult votes in the
weeks ahead.

Also it is important to remember that no
member will completely agree with every as-
sumption or recommendation made in any of
these budget proposals. In making my deci-
sion on which amendments to support, | look
at the basic tenants and philosophies each
uses to achieve our overall goal of reducing
the Federal budget deficit. In the case of the
Kasich amendment, the substitute budget of-
fered by the Republican members of the
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Budget Committee, | support the goal of re-
ducing the deficit strictly through cutting
spending without raising revenues.

For far too long, every revenue increase ap-
proved by Congress with the intent of reducing
the budget deficit has actually increased Fed-
eral spending and consequently added to the
deficit. This tax-and-spend philosophy is what
helped drive our Nation into debt and for
which we are now paying almost $300 billion
per year in interest on the accumulated na-
tional debt. This interest payment has ac-
counted for more than 75 percent of the in-
crease in our national debt over the past 12
years.

In comparing the budget resolution reported
by the committee to the Kasich amendment,
there are a number of glaring differences. The
committee recommends $316 billion in tax in-
creases over the next 5 years, which the Con-
gressional Budget Office estimates will cost
families with after-tax incomes of $34,000 an
additional $500 a year more in Federal taxes.

The Kasich amendment calls for no new in-
come, gasoline, or energy taxes and it does
not accept the recommendation by President
Clinton to increase the tax rate on Social Se-
curity benefits.

Through spending reductions alone, the Ka-
sich amendment would reduce the 1994 budg-
et deficit by $38 billion—more than twice the
reduction recommended by President Clin-
ton—and would provide for $430 billion in defi-
cit reduction over the next 5 years—$70 billion
more than the proposal by President Clinton.

The two budget resolutions also differ great-
ly on how to reduce Federal spending. The
package recommended by President Clinton
calls for $156 billion in nondefense budget
cuts versus $370 billion in nondefense budget
cuts in the Kasich budget over the next 5
years. President Clinton recommends $112
billion in defense cuts over the same time pe-
riod, double the amount recommended in the
more responsible Kasich budget.

The budget alternatives before us also take
extremely different approaches to reducing
U.S. foreign aid payments with the Kasich
amendment recommending $13 billion in cuts
ovaer the next 5 years, versus the $7 billion
recommended by President Clinton. Specifi-
cally, | strongly support two major cuts in for-
eign aid included in the Kasich amendment.
The first would save $1 billion over 5 years by
withholding any future U.S. contributions to the
World Bank and other multilateral develop-
ment banks which, as | have called attention
to for many years, have a history of making
questionable and unsound loans to foreign na-
tions—often times our adversaries—which will
never be repaid. The second recommendation
is that the United States also withhold any fu-
ture contributions to the International Develop-
ment Association, or IDA, over the next 5
years, resulting in savings of more than $5.5
billion. IDA is the World Bank affiliate which
makes low-interest loans to the poorest of na-
tions, many which have the world's worst do-
mestic policies and human rights records.

Domestically, the Kasich amendment rec-
ommends that the Federal Government set an
example for reducing spending by saving $100
billion over the next 5 years through reduced
Federal bureaucracy and overhead expenses.
It would reduce Federal employment by
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162,000 civilian positions over the next 5
years, 50,000 more than recommended by
President Clinton. It also reduces the budget
for the operations of the legislative branch by
more than 15 percent, a figure which | believe
could be increased to 25 percent or more.

Finally, the Kasich amendment has less of

an impact on older Americans than President
Clinton’s proposal. The Kasich amendment
recommends no increased taxes on Social Se-
curity benefits, as included in the President’s
plan. It also does not increase Medicare part
B premiums for all older Americans, as rec-
ommended by the chairman of the Budget
Committee. Instead it would initiate a means-
testing program for Medicare, which would
raise Medicare premiums and deductibles for
older Americans with incomes over $100,000.
In the past | have opposed means-testing of
the Medicare Program and | believe that this
recommendation should be the focus of
lengthy congressional hearings before it is
brought before the House in any legislation to
implement the recommendations approved
today.
Mr. Chairman, the American people have
spoken out and demanded that Congress
work to ensure that the Federal Government
learns to live within its means. Many of the
people from Pinellas County | represent have
applauded President Clinton for putting forth a
plan to reduce the budget deficit, but even
more have said that although this is a good
first step, Congress should go further in reduc-
ing spending. The Kasich amendment does
just that by significantly reducing spending
without raising taxes.

Following consideration of the Kasich
amendment, we will consider a second pro-
posal which provides for even greater deficit
reduction. The so called Solomon amendment
takes the Kasich budget cuts and reduces
spending over the next 5 years by another
$38 billion.

The Solomon amendment provides for no
increase in taxes on the middle-class families,
no energy taxes, and no increase in the taxes
paid on Social Security benefits. It does pro-
vide for a surtax on quarter-millionaires, a new
36-percent tax rate for joint filers with incomes
over $200,000, and it eliminates the deductibil-
ity of compensation over $1 million for busi-
ness executives, athletes, and entertainers.

This new revenue is used to pay for the ex-
tension of some very important tax incentives
that help spur business investment and job
creation. These include the permanent exten-
sion of the research and development tax
credit, the targeted jobs tax credit, and the
restoration of the deductibility of losses from
passive real estate provisions. The Solomon
amendment also provides for a capital gains
tax deduction for start-up companies and re-
pels the luxury tax on boats—a tax which has
shut down many of our state’s and our Na-
tion's few remaining boat builders.

Finally, the Solomon amendment would re-
quire the committees with appropriate jurisdic-
tion to report to the House later this year legis-
lation to provide the President with line-item
veto authority over appropriations and author-
izing bills and a constitutional amendment pro-
viding for a balanced budget amendment.

While | support the Kasich amendment,
should it fail | will support the Solomon
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amendment. Although it includes revenue in-
creases, there are half as many as rec-
ommended by President Clinton, and there
are $38 billion more in spending cuts than the
committee bill over the next 5 years.

And as | said before, while | do not agree
with every provision of the Solomon amend-
ment, such as the significant cut in space sta-
tion funding and the consolidation of our Na-
tion's intelligence gathering operations, | be-
lieve it serves its purpose in providing a
framewaork for debate which relies much more
on spending cuts than the President’s budget.

Mr. Chairman, in closing | want to express
my serious concermns about the procedure
under which we consider these budget resolu-
tions today. We are being asked to vote on a
budget resolution which is based upon a pack-
age which President Clinton will not formally
submit to Congress for another 2'% weeks.
We are also being asked to vote on a budget
resolution today which if implemented would
require significant sacrifices by the American
people to reduce the Federal budget deficit.
Yet, later this evening, we will be asked to
consider, without the benefit of amendment, a
supplemental appropriations bill that will add
$30 billion to the budget deficit for the current
year.

In the 6 months we have until the new fiscal
year begins, we must dedicate ourselves to
making the tough decisions required to reduce
spending and get our fiscal house in order.
Gimmicks and rhetoric will not do the job. It
will require long hours of genuine debate and
a series of difficult votes to enable our Nation
to reestablish its budgetary priorities. This is
the job the American people have sent us
here to do and a responsibility they demand
we fulfill.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman,
during last year's Presidential campaign, can-
didate Bill Clinton pledged to offer middle-
class families $60 billion in tax cuts over 4
years.

However, after the election, President-elect
Clinton decided to teach the middle class a
lesson in gullibility.

The President has proposed an estimated
$328 billion in tax increases over 5 years. The
Congressional Budget Office estimates that
the typical family with an after-tax income of
$34,000 will contribute 500 additional dollars a
year as their patriotic share of that $328 billion
tax increase.

Last month President Clinton defended his
broken tax promise to the middle class by
stating that the deficit had increased far be-
yond his earlier estimates.

However, Mr. Clinton was fully aware in July
1992 of more accurate deficit projections.

On July 6, candidate Bill Clinton told Busi-
ness Week magazine that deficit projections
had increased beyond the earlier $250 billion
to $400 billion.

In reality, the deficit projected today, $360
billion, is nearly $40 billion less than Mr. Clin-
ton had projected in July.

So | ask, why the radical change in your
plans, Mr. President?

| feel that the President's tax-based ap-
proach to reducing the deficit is misguided.
We have a deficit because of a number of rea-
sons: for example, excessive regulation and
paperwork that requires thousands of unnec-
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essary Government officials; billions of dollars
of congressional pork projects; and a domi-
nant philosophy in Congress that expensive
programs can solve all of our Nation’s ills. The
only truly effective way for the Federal deficit
to be reduced is to put the Government
spending machine in reverse. | do not see
how taking more money away from Americans
is goin to make our country a better place.

he President claims that 70 percent of his
tax increases will be paid by Americans earn-
ing more than $100,000 a year. What the
President neglects to mention is that the
$100,000 is not based on taxable or adjusted
gross income. The $100,000 is in family eco-
nomic income which includes employer pen-
sion contributions and the potential rental cost
of a home.

In my district in Connecticut, where the cost
of living is higher and homes are worth more,
nearly every suburban family will be consid-
ered rich under this plan. In fact, according to
the independent, nonpartisan Tax Foundation,
the residents of the State of Connecticut will
suffer more from the Clinton budget than any
other State.

Yet the President describes his plan as a
deficit reduction plan to gain popular support
for his tax increase. Historically, however, tax
increases have led to spending increases, not
to some new-found responsible management
of our Government. The Clinton budget con-
tains no provision to prevent higher tax reve-
nues from being used for more spending. With
new tax revenues coming in next year, there
will be new apparent opportunities to spend.
Do you get the message? Tax and spend.

It's the same old song with a different
meaning since Jimmy Carter has been gone.

| support the Kasich plan which offers de-
tailed budget cuts in a credible deficit reduc-
tion plan without tax increases.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of Mr. KASICH's budget substitute. | do
so, even though | do not agree with every
specific line item.

First, please let me say that Mr. KasicH, the
Republican ranking member on the Budget
Committee, has done a great job putting his
proposal together. | commend him and his
staff for their excellent work.

As we all know, a budget resolution is only
a blueprint. It is a map that guides us to our
final goal. Before us today we have two com-
peting blueprints. The Kasich plan, which | will
from now on refer to as the Republican alter-
native, and the plan put forth by the President
and supported by the Democratic leadership.

Each plan is specific in its own way, how-
ever, the Republican alternative is more de-
tailed. Despite these specifics, | believe that
the overall blueprint is most important. This is
true, since the budget recommendations we
pass today still have to go through the author-
ization and appropriation process. At any time
during this procedure, the budget can be al-
tered.

Let me first say that | agree with President
Clinton that we need to cut the budget deficit
and stimulate economic growth. Despite this
mutual goal, however, we disagree on the ap-
propriate solution. While the President advo-
cates higher taxes and increased spending, |
believe, as the Kasich plan proved, that the
deficit can be cut by reducing spending, not by
raising taxes.
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This debate and vote today is just the be-
ginning. Throughout the next several months,
as we discuss the fiscal future of this great
country, | will continue to monitor and fight for
the hard working taxpayers of the Third Con-
gressional District of New Jersey. | believe
that my constituents deserve more and better
jobs, lower taxes, and less government inter-
ference. If afforded, they will be able to create
a better life for themselves and their families.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of the Kasich plan be-
cause it implements the concept that “the
proper solution to spiraling deficits is control-
ling Federal spending.” This plan reduces the
Federal deficit by $38 billion in fiscal year
1994 and nearly $430 billion over 5 years
without tax increases and without touching So-
cial Security.

During January and February of this year, |
conducted 17 town hall meetings throughout
my western North Carolina district as well as
sending a survey in order to listen to the peo-
ple's opinions on the issues facing this House.
| recently received the results of this survey;
over 15,000 responses came back to my of-
fice, and they were overwhelmingly opposed
to higher taxes, demanding that Congress cut
spending first. This, too, was the overwhelm-
ing sentiment expressed by the hundreds and
hundreds of people who attended our town
meetings—as well as the thousands of calls,
letters, and postcards | have received in the
past 2 months.

The people are speaking and it is our duty
to represent their views. Because the Kasich
plan does not increase taxes, it is an honest
effort at deficit reduction and spreads the pain
fairly across all areas. The Kasich plan makes
government sacrifice—even the Congress—
without increasing taxes on the American peo-
ple to fund more spending, and without touch-
ing Social Security.

We simply cannot use budget gimmickry to
paper over this crisis. Yet, for over 20 years,
we have had so-called deficit-cutting programs
that raise taxes and put off spending cuts until
the future—the 1990 budget agreement is a
prime example of this. Unfortunately, the fu-
ture never comes. In the last decade, Con-
gress has increased spending $1.59 for every
dollar in increased taxes.

We cannot ask the American people to sac-
rifice before making the government sacrifice
itself. Major American corporations—from 1BM
to General Motors to Sears & Roebuck—have
responded to changes in the marketplace by
cutting expenses and becoming more efficient.
Before Congress even contemplates raising
the American people’s taxes it should be obli-
gated to cut the fat from its own budget and
make meaningful sacrifice itself. Given its re-
cent history of pay raises, perks, and House
bank scandals, Congress needs to adopt a
plan to restore its credibility in order to gain
the public’'s support for the tough spending de-
cisions it faces in other parts of the Federal
budget. The Kasich plan would save approxi-
mately $48 billion over 5 years by reducing
the Federal bureaucracy and restraining the
growth of Federal pay and perks. In addition,
the Kasich proposal cuts civilian Federal bu-
reaucracy by 162,000 and freezes the COLA
for all Federal employees, including Members
of Congress.

This plan calls for: First, a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution; second, fixed
deficit targets; third, enhanced rescission au-
thority for the President; fourth, a seven-point
test to help eliminate pork barrel projects; and
fifth, allowing taxpayers to check off up to 10
percent of their Federal tax liability to reduce
the deficit by contributing to a public debt re-
duction fund.

In addition to supporting the Kasich pro-
posal, | have proposed a plan to cut legislative
branch spending by 25 percent—matching the
President's efforts to cut White House staff by
an equal amount. My recommendation would
cut $567 milion in Congress' $2.2 billion
budget in its first year and save over $2 billion
of the taxpayers’ money over 4 years. | plan
to offer these cuts as amendments when the
Legislative Branch Subcommittee begins to
mark up the budget for congressional offices,
committees, and support staff.

| urge my colleague to support the Kasich
proposal; it achieves meaningful deficit reduc-
tion without any tax increases or cuts in Social
Security.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman,
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

I de-

vice, and there were—ayes 135, noes 295,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 81]

AYES—135
Allard Gallegly McCrery
Archer Gallo McDade
Armey Gekas McHugh
Bachus (AL) Geren McKeon
Baker (CA) Gilchrest McMillan
Baker (LA) Gillmor Meyers
Ballenger Gilman Mica
Barrett (NE) Gingrich Michel
Bartlett Goodling Miller (FL)
Barton Grams Molinari
Bliley Grandy Moorhead
Blute Greenwood Myers
Boehner Gunderson Nussle
Bonilla Hastert Oxley
Bunning Herger Packard
Buyer Hobson Paxon
Callahan Hoekstra Pombo
Calvert Hoke Porter
Camp Houghton Pryce (OH)
Castle Huffington Quinn
Clinger Hunter Ramstad
Coble Hyde Ridge
Collins (GA) Inglis Roberts
Condit Inhofe Rohrabacher
Cox Istook Royce
Crane Johnson (CT) Santorum
Crapo Johnson, Sam Saxton
Cunningham Kasich Sensenbrenner
DeLay Kim Shaw
Dickey Kingston Shays
Doolittle Klug Shuster
Dornan Knollenberg Skeen
Drejer Kolbe Smith (MI)
Dunn Kyl Smith (NJ)
Emerson Levy Smith (OR)
Everett Lewis (CA) Smith (TX)
Ewing Lewis (FL) Snowe
Fawell Linder Sclomon
Fields (TX) Livingston Talent
Fish Manzullo Taylor (MS)
Franks (CT) McCandless Taylor (NC)
Franks (NJ) McCollum Thomas (CA)
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Thomas (WY) Walker
Torkildsen Walsh
Upton Weldon
NOES—295
Abercrombie Gephardt
Ackerman Gibbons
Andrews (ME) Glickman
Andrews (NJ) Gonzalez
Andrews (TX) Goodlatte
Applegate Gordon
Bacchus (FL) Goss
Baesler Green
Barcia Gutierrez
Barlow Hall (OH)
Barrett (WI) Hall (TX)
Bateman Hamburg
Becerra Hamilton
Beilenson Hancock
Bereuter Harman
Berman Hastings
Bevill Hayes
Bilbray Hefley
Bilirakis Hefner
Bishop Hilliard
Blackwell Hinchey
Boehlert Hoagland
Bonior Hochbrueckner
Borski Holden
Boucher Horn
Brewster Hoyer
Brooks Hughes
Browder Hutchinson
Brown (CA) Hutto
Brown (FL) Inslee
Brown (OH) Jacobs
Bryant Jefferson
Burton Johnson (GA)
Byrne Johnson (8D)
Canady Johnson, E.B.
Cantwell Johnston
Cardin Kanjorski
Carr Kaptur
Chapman Kennedy
Clay Kennelly
Clayton Kildee
Clement King
Clyburn Kleczka
Coleman Klein
Collins (IL) Klink
Collins (MI) Kopetski
Combest Kreidler
Conyers LaFalce
Cooper Lambert
Coppersmith Lancaster
Costello Lantos
Coyne LaRocco
Cramer Laughlin
Danner Lazio
Darden Leach
de la Garza Lehman
de Lugo (V) Levin
Deal Lewis (GA)
DeFazio Lightfoot
DeLauro Lipinski
Dellums Lloyd
Derrick Long
Deutsch Lowey
Diaz-Balart Machtley
Dicks Maloney
Dingell Mann
Dixon Manton
Dooley Margolies-
Duncan Mezvinsky
Durbin Markey
Edwards (CA) Martinez
Edwards (TX) Matsui
Engel Mazzoli
English (AZ) McCloskey
English (OK) MeCurdy
Eshoo McDermott
Evans McHale
Fazio MelInnis
Fields (LA) McKinney
Filner McNulty
Fingerhut Meehan
Flake Meek
Foglietta Menendez
Ford (MI) Mfume
Fowler Miller (CA)
Frank (MA) Mineta
Frost Minge
Furse Mink
Gejdenson Moakley

Young (FL)
Zellff
Zimmer

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Norton (DC)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pickle
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Roemer

Rogers
Romero-Barcelo

(PR)
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sharp
Shepherd
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stump
Btupak
Sundquist
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin
Tejeda
Thornton
Thurman
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Torres Vento Williams
Torricelli Visclosky Wilson
Towns Volkmer Wise
Traficant Vucanovich Wolf
Tucker Waters Woolsey
Underwood (GU)  Watt Wyden
Unsoeld Waxman Wynn
Valentine Wheat Yates
Velazquez Whitten Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—5
Faleomavaega Ford (TN) Quillen
(AS) Henry Washington
0O 1644
The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Quillen for,
against.

Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, and Mr. MINETA changed their
vote from ‘‘aye’ to “no.”

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 103-37.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. SoLOMON: Strike all after the
resolving clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994,

The Congress determines and declares that
this resolution is the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 1994, including
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
years 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, as required by
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (as amended by the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990).

SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995,
October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997:

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $888,760,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $952,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,005,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,046,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,096,600,000,000.
and the amounts by which the aggregate lev-
els of Federal revenues should be increased
are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $10,350,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $18,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $26,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $27,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $27,200,000,000.
and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con-
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur-
ance within the recommended levels of Fed-
eral revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $93,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $104,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $111,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $116,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $122,500,000,000.
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(2) The appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $1,177,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $1,217,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,263,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,331,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,408,200,000,000.

(3) The appropriate levels of total budget
outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $1,180,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: §$1,208,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,243,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997; $1,295,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,369,000,000,000.

(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1994: $234,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $186,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $157,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $162,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $180,900,000,000.

(5) The appropriate levels of the public
debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $4,700,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $5,041,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $5,372,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $5,720,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $6,092,900,000,000.

(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal
credit activity for the fiscal years beginning
on October 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1,
1995, October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997, are
as follows:

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New direct loan obligations, $

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New direct loan obligations, § .

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § i

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New direct loan obligations, § i

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § .

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New direct loan obligations, § .

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $§ .

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New direct loan obligations, $ ,

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, §
SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES,

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee
commitments for fiscal years 1994 through
1998 for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $262,740,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $277,130,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $260,420,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $270,390,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $258,130,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $267,170,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $262,650,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $266,350,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $270,890,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $265,880,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $16,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ ’

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $16,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § N

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § .

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § %

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $15,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,250,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995;

(A) New budget authority, $15,620,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,770,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30,

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $15,180,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,590,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $15,850,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,680,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $16,320,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,130,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $4,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loau guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $4,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, §2,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $3,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 3.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary Ioa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $2,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $20,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $21,300,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $21,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $21,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:
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(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,800,500,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $14,220,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,960,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $12,590,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $10,220,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,280,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $12,340,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,630,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $12,570,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,010,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary Ioan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(T) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,140,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $18,190,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,180,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, § 5

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $740,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $920,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, § 5

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $9,540,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$11,820,000,000.
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(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary Ioan guarantee commit-
ments, § :

Fiscal year 1998;

(A) New budget authority, $11,240,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$§7,950,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $

(8) Transportation (400)

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $38,120,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,940,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $38,250,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,780,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $35,640,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,440,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $41,240,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,940,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $42,320,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,360,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $7,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,580,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,930,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary laa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $6,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,280,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $7,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $

(C) New direct loan ubligations -
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $7,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $7,420,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $51,170,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,340,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $51,030,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $49,210,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $45,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,660,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $52,890,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $50,840,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary 1oan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $54,390,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $52,750,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $118,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $117,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $129,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $128,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $142,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $142,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $156,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $155,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $172,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $171,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $147,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $145,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantes commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $163,480,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $158,480,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $176,980,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $176,980,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $199,180,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $197,380,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $220,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $219,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $206,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $206,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $211,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $212,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $214,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $215,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 3,0,

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $232,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $223,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

5637

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $236.800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $231,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 1994;

(A) New budget authority, $323,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $321,700,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $339,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $338,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $354,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $354,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $372,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $371,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $390,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $388,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):

Fiscal year 1994

(A) New budget authority, $35,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loa.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995;

(A) New budget authority, $35,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary los.n guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $35,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $35,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $37,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $37,900,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $37,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $ .

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

Fiscal year 1996:;

(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $13,170,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,280,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $13,470,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,470,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $13,960,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,960,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $14,250,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,260,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $14,740,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,550,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $208,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $208,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $222,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $222,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $234,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $234,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

{A) New budget authority, $245,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $245,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $256,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $256,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, — $16,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$21,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

{A) New budget authority, - $25,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $35,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, —$28,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $-31,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, - $28,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $—230,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, - $24,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $- 26,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, —$40,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $40,200,000,000

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, —$41,030,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$41,030,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, —$42,730,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$42,730,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, - $43,430,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$43,430,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, - $44,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $44,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

SEC. 4. RECONCILIATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than May 1,
1993, the House committees named in sub-
sections (b) through (r) of this section shall
submit their recommendations to the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the House. After re-
ceiving those recommendations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget shall report to the
House a reconciliation bill or resolution or
both carrying out all such recommendations
without any substantive revision.

(b) The House Committee on Agriculture
shall report (1) changes in laws within its ju-
risdiction which provide spending authority
as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, sufficient to
reduce outlays, (2) changes in laws within its
jurisdiction which provide spending author-
ity other than as defined in section
401(cX2)C) of the Act, sufficient to reduce
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as
follows: $3,069,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1994, $3,512,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1995, $2,944,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1996, $3,010,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1997, and $2,993,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1998,

(b) The House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices shall report (1) changes in laws within
its jurisdiction which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c}2)C) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, (2) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority other than as defined in sec-
tion 401(e)2)(C) of the Act, sufficient to re-
duce outlays, or (3) any combination thereof,
as follows: $900,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1994, $2,010,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1995, $1,600,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1996, $50,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
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1997, and $80,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1998

(c) The House Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs shall report (1)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $429,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal year 1994, $545,000,000 in outlays
in fiscal year 1995, $711,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1996, $703,000,000 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1997, and $778,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1998.

(d) The House Committee on the District of
Columbia shall report (1) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $0 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1994, 30 in outlays in fiscal year 1995,
$0 in outlays in fiscal year 1996, $0 in outlays
in fiscal year 1997, and $0 in outlays in fiscal
year 1998.

(e) The House Committee on Education and
Labor shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction sufficient to reduce the deficit
as follows: $3,215,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,
$3,265,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $2,725,000,000
in fiscal year 1996, $2,785,000,000 in fiscal year
1997, and $2,745,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(f) The House Committee on Energy and
Commerce shall report (1) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $9,813,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal year 1994, $18,779,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal year 1995, $22,777,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal year 1996, $25,613,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal year 1997, and $28,099,000,000 in
outlays in fiscal year 1998.

(g) The House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs shall report (1) changes in laws within
its jurisdiction which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, (2) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority other than as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, sufficient to re-
duce outlays, or (3) any combination thereof,
as follows: $0 in outlays in fiscal year 1994, $0
in outlays in fiscal year 1995, $0 in outlays in
fiscal year 1996, 30 in outlays in fiscal year
1997, and 30 in outlays in fiscal year 1998.

(h) The House Committee on Government
Operations shall report (1) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $0 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1994, 30 in outlays in fiscal year 1995,
$0 in outlays in fiscal year 1996, $0 in outlays
in fiscal year 1997, and $0 in outlays in fiscal
vear 1998.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(i) The House Committee on House Admin-
istration shall report (1) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $0 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1994, $0 in outlays in fiscal year 1995,
30 in outlays in fiscal year 1996, 30 in outlays
in fiscal year 1997, and $0 in outlays in fiscal
year 1998.

(j) The House Committee on Judiciary
shall report (1) changes in laws within its ju-
risdiction which provide spending authority
as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, sufficient to
reduce outlays, (2) changes in laws within its
jurisdiction which provide spending author-
ity other than as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, sufficient to reduce
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as
follows: $12,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1994, $45,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1995,
$108,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1996,
$186,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1997, and
$254,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1998.

(k) The House Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries shall report (1) changes in
laws within its jurisdiction which provide
spending authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(¢)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $0 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1994, 30 in outlays in fiscal year 1995,
$67,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1996,
$68,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1997, and
$70,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1998.

(1) The House Committee on Natural Re-
sources shall report (1) changes in laws with-
in its jurisdiction which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, (2) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority other than as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)2)(C) of the Act, sufficient to re-
duce outlays, or (3) any combination thereof,
as follows: $160,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1994, $170,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1995, $189,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1996,
$190,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1997, and
$190,000,000 in outlays in fiseal year 1098,

(m) The House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service shall report (1) changes in
laws within its jurisdiction which provide
spending authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $419,000,000 in out-
lays in fiscal year 1994, $666,000,000 in outlays
in fiscal year 1995, $4,847,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1996, $6,140,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1997, and $6,506,000,000 in outlays
in fiscal year 1998.

(n) The House Committee on Public Works
and Transportation shall report (1) changes
in laws within its jurisdiction which provide
spending authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
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fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: §18,000,000 in outlays
in fiscal year 1994, $31,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1995, $94,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1996, $108,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1997, and $115,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1998.

(0) The House Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology shall report (1)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority as defined in sec-
tion 401(¢)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce outlays, (2)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, or (3) any combina-
tion thereof, as follows: $0 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1994, 30 in outlays in fiscal year 1995,
30 in outlays in fiscal year 1996, $0 in outlays
in fiscal year 1997, and 30 in outlays in fiscal
year 1998.

(p) The House Committee on Small Busi-
ness shall report (1) changes in laws within
its jurisdiction which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(e)(2)C) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, (2) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority other than as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, sufficient to re-
duce outlays, or (3) any combination thereof,
as follows: $0 in outlays in fiscal year 1994, $0
in outlays in fiscal year 1995, $0 in outlays in
fiscal year 1996, 30 in outlays in fiscal year
1997, and $0 in outlays in fiscal year 1998. :

(q) The House Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs shall report (1) changes in laws within
its jurisdiction which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c)2)C) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, (2) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority other than as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, sufficient to re-
duce outlays, or (3) any combination thereof,
as follows: $478,000,000 in outlays in fiscal
year 1994, $602,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1995, $641,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1996,
$668,400,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1997, and
$1,438,100,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1998.

(r)(1) The House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report (A) changes in laws with-
in its jurisdiction which provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, suffi-
cient to reduce outlays, (B) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction which provide spend-
ing authority other than as defined in sec-
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, sufficient to re-
duce outlays, or (C) any combination there-
of, as follows: $8,875,000,000 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1994, $17,875,000,000 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1995, $25,196,000,000 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1996, $33,234,000,000 in outlays in fis-
cal year 1997, and $42,688,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1998.

(2) The House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in laws within its
jurisdiction sufficient to increase revenues
as follows: $23,700,000,000 in fiscal year 1994,

$22,200,000,000 in fiscal year 1985,
$26,300,000,000 in fiscal year 1996,
$27,300,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and

$27,200,000,000 in fiscal year 1998.

(3) In addition to the instructions in para-
graphs (1) and (2), the House Committee on
Ways and Means shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction sufficient to reduce
the deficit as follows: $0 in fiscal year 1994, S0
in fiscal year 1995, $0 in fiscal year 1996, $0 in
fiscal year 1997, and $0 in fiscal year 1998.
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SEC. 5. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING TAX
REVENUES AND DEFICIT REDUC-
TION.

It is the Sense of Congress that any legis-
lation enacting tax increases called for in
this Budget Resolution contain language
providing that the next revenues generated
by the legislation shall not be counted for
the purpose of calculating the amount of any
deficit increase called for in Section 252(b) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 as amended by the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

SEC. 6. SPECIAL PROCEDURES.

Pursuant to section 301(b)(4) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended,
the appropriate committees of the Congress
are hereby instructed to report to their re-
spective Houses, not later than May 1, 1993,
for the purposes of implementing and enfore-
ing the reductions in spending and deficits as
provided for by this resolution, and to be ef-
fective for the fiscal years covered by this
resolution, the following:

(a) a constitutional amendment requiring a
balanced budget;

(b) legislation giving the President en-
hanced rescission, line-item veto authority
subject to disapproval only by the enactment
of a joint resolution of the Congress; and

(c) legislation establishing Maximum Defi-
cit Amounts identical to those contained in
this resolution and procedures for triggering
sequestration when actual deficits exceed
such amounts.

SEC. 7. TAXPAYER DEBT BUY-DOWN.

In order to reduce the deficit in fiscal
years 1994 through 1998 by avoiding the debt
service cost that attend the public debt by
retiring portions of that debt and further re-
ducing the deficit by providing the public
with an opportunity to get dollar-for-dollar
deficit reduction for each dollar contributed
to debt retirement—

(1) the Committee on Ways and Means
shall submit recommendations by August 1,
1993, to the House of Representatives—

(A) proposing changes in law to allow tax-
payers to designate up to 10% of their in-
come tax liability to reduce the public debt;
and

(B) establishing a public debt reduction
trust fund in the Treasury of the United
States to receive those designated funds to
buy back the public debt; and

(2) the Committee on Government Oper-
ations shall submit recommendations by Au-
gust 1, 1993, to the House of Representatives
proposing changes in law—

(A) providing automatic annual sequestra-
tions (except social security, interest on the
public debt, and deposit insurance) equal to
the estimated aggregate amount of money
deposited in the public debt reduction trust
fund; and

(B) providing Congress with the authority
to propose reductions in spending to avoid
any across-the-board annual sequestration
referred to in subparagraph (A).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SoLOMON] will be recognized for 30
minutes, and the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO] will be recognized
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, Demo-
crats and Republicans alike, fellow
Americans, this is the showdown right
now.
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I voted for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]
like a great many of my colleagues did
over here, and I was proud to do so. But
now that the Kasich budget is no
longer an option to this body, my col-
leagues should know that this is the
very last chance that Democrats and
Republicans will have to strip the Clin-
ton proposal.
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As I said before, I was proud to vote
for the Kasich budget. I am sorry it did
not pass. But now that it is no longer
an option, this is the very last chance
that Democrats on that side and Re-
publicans on this side will have to strip
the Clinton proposal of two of the most
onerous and unfair taxes that this body
could possibly levy on middle-class
taxpayers and senior citizens, and that,
Mr. Chairman, is the Btu energy tax
that will drastically reduce the cost of
food and gasoline and home heating
fuel and every single piece of manufac-
tured goods in America on our con-
stituents. And it will strip out the
Clinton Social Security tax increase
that almost doubles the Social Secu-
rity tax on retired American citizens.
You do not want to do that.

Mr. Chairman, why is this the last
chance? Because if my amendment is
defeated on this floor now, your vote
against my amendment guarantees
that this unfair energy tax and the un-
fair Social Security tax will become
law, and your vote did it.

Mr. Chairman, if Members want to
vote for this Solomon consensus, let
me tell what it does.

First of all, this Solomon consensus
will not raise taxes one dime. It cuts
taxes. The Clinton budget calls for $366
billion in new taxes, and we in the Sol-
omon consensus cut taxes by $222 bil-
lion, $222 billion by eliminating the in-
crease in the energy tax, by eliminat-
ing the Social Security tax, by elimi-
nating the corporate income tax. And
we cut President Clinton's tax increase
further by changing his new tax brack-
et from $140,000 up to $200,000 of ad-
justed gross income before it kicks in.
That is a tax cut, not a tax increase.

Mr. Chairman, to stimulate the econ-
omy we provide for vital tax incen-
tives. We cut taxes further, not raise
them; by extending expiring business
tax incentives; by restoring real estate
passive loss, that almost bankrupted
the real estate industry in this country
6 years ago; by providing capital gains
tax deductions for startup companies
which is badly needed; and by repealing
the luxury tax on boats that most
Members on that side of the aisle have
sponsored, and just about everybody on
this side of the aisle has sponsored.
Here is your chance to vote for it, in-
cluding the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BONIOR], my good friend.

Mr. Chairman, that cuts $222 billion
out of the Clinton tax increases, leav-
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ing only this, Mr. Chairman, and I do
not address this, but it leaves in the
Clinton budget a surtax on million-
aires. It leaves some miscellaneous
taxes to plug business expense loop-
holes and it leaves a limit on deduc-
tions for executive pay over $1 million.

If there is anything that could be
construed as an income tax increase in
this substitute here, it is this: we ex-
pand that limit of $1 million on execu-
tive pay to include movie stars and
professional athletes who make 200
times what the average assembly line
worker makes at GE in my district or
General Motors in your district. Two
hundred times.

Mr. Chairman, if Members vote for
the Solomon amendment, they remove
the middle-class tax increase and put
fairness back into the U.S. Tax Code.

Besides fairness, Mr. Chairman, the
most important other issue in this
budget and facing this Congress and
this Nation is reducing the unconscion-
able deficit that is drowning this Na-
tion in a sea of red ink. Unfortunately,
the Clinton budget, even after raising
taxes by $336 billion, does little or
nothing to reduce spending or to re-
duce that deficit. Over 5 years Presi-
dent Clinton’s budget only cuts spend-
ing $219 billion, with practically no
cuts in the first 2 years and no proce-
dures to guarantee that we get any
cuts in the last 3 years. Members know
we will not, without Gramm-Rudman
restrictions in there.

Mr. Chairman, here is the real dif-
ference between the two bills: The Sol-
omon plan more than doubles the Clin-
ton cuts, cutting $265 billion more than
Clinton, and it guarantees those cuts
by requiring sequestration procedures
that trigger across-the-board cuts if
this Congress exceeds these budget lim-
its. These cuts, totaling more than $485
billion, guarantee that we will reduce
the deficit by a whopping $620 billion.
That is $150 billion more than Presi-
dent Clinton and the Democrat budget
over there.

Mr. Chairman, that is real deficit re-
duction, and it is real tax fairness.
Speaking of fairness, remember, as I
said in the beginning, this is your abso-
lute last chance to remove the unjust
energy tax and the grossly unjust So-
cial Security tax off the backs of the
American people who can least afford
it.

Mr. Chairman, Members should not
let their vote—and I am talking about
Democrat Members over there, and
their votes over here, Republicans—be
the one that saddles these taxes on the
American people. If they do they ought
to be ashamed of themselves. Members
should support this substitute because
their constituents will thank them for
doing it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to stand and
firmly say I rise in opposition to the
Solomon amendment. First of all, I
want to compliment the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLoMON], which I
do not do too often. But I want to say
to him I think it is an intellectually
honest budget in which he admits there
had to be some tax increases, and he
really does raise taxes to $150 billion
over 5 years. I salute that honesty that
is out there.

But the gentleman said make sure
you know what your vote is doing.

Mr. Chairman, I know what my vote
is doing, and I am going to vote ‘‘no”
with my vote. But let me tell you why:
because I think this amendment kills
the seed corn we desperately need in
the 1990’s to reinvest in this economy
to make it go and to get back into the
global marketplace.

First of all, I am sorry to see the Sol-
omon amendment on the floor on the
day we had CEQ’s from Fortune 500
companies here having a press con-
ference and having a luncheon with
Members of Congress, and pleading
with them to focus on America’s chil-
dren, immunizations, Head Start, the
feeding program, seeing those as in-
vestments in America's future work
force.

Mr. Chairman, if you vote for the
Solomon amendment, you are ignoring
those CEO’s. It is wonderful to see
CEO’s here talking about children,
talking about the future, and seeing
that as our seed corn and something we
need to focus on.

Second, it takes out all the conver-
sion money and all the investment
strategies for the future. When it
comes to conversion, and I could not
mean this more seriously, we are in an
adapt or die mode. I think if we do not
find a way to do this conversion and to
use so much of the technology that we
invested in for the military, and that is
the majority of what we invested in, we
invested for the military, if we do not
find a way to apply that in the civilian
sector so we can retain a strong tech-
nology base, we really are going to
harm ourselves vis-a-vis national secu-
rity.
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I think the President of the United
States has reached a very important
balance on this issue that we all must
take very seriously. He has focused on
basic research and applied research in
these new technologies, talking about
information highways, talking about
how we throw this stuff over the fence
and get it into the civilian sector.

He has talked about energy conserva-
tion programs. I am sorry, but we will
not get serious about it until we start
taxing on it. We have seen that over
and over again. And until we work on
it, it is not going to happen.
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There is all sorts of environmental
protection and restoration that this
will cut out of his budget that, I think,
is terribly important, if we are going to
get on, first, with the conversion but,
second, also manufacturing things that
the world needs.

So this Solomon amendment does a
very good job in recognizing the need
for cuts. It does a good job in recogniz-
ing the need for revenues. He has had
the guts to raise taxes. But the thing
that I feel very bad about is that he
left out the seed corn, and the seed
corn are kids, and the Kasich amend-
ment did this, too.

Over and over again, we love children
to death till we get them to the budget
door, and then we drop them like a hot
potato.

Things the President has in this
budget are things that this country
promised to do 35 years ago. It also
leaves out the investment and conver-
sion strategies, and it seems to me that
for the average American taxpayer,
who invested so heavily in this defense
research in the 1980’s, it is very impor-
tant that we make sure this now get
out and we do everything we can to
make this work.

I would hope that Members would
vote against the Solomon amendment,
even though, as I say, there are some
things in there that he has tried very
hard to do, and they should vote
against it because we not only need to
just look at today, we must look at to-
morrow.

Tomorrow is about conversion, in-
vestments, the global economy we are
in, dealing with the environment, deal-
ing with energy research, all those
things we put on hold for over 10 years.
If we do not get them back, I worry we
will not be players in the 21st century.
So the piece that gets us the potential
to be a player in the 2lst century is
missing from the Solomon amendment.
Therefore, I will vote **no.”

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentlewoman mentioning
children. I have five children and two
grandchildren. One of the things we do
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. GUNDERSON] will be speaking
about in 1 minute is restore the home
equity provision, which is going to
allow a lot more children to go to col-
lege.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
UPTON].

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UPTON. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to me
because, in response to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Colorado, I
want everyone to know that from 1994
through 1998, under our proposal, there
is a $266 billion increase in revenues
through growth. So we have got $266

Chairman,
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billion that we are free to reallocate in
this program, however we want. We
just use the additional tax revenue for
deficit reduction.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Solomon sub-
stitute. The principles behind this
budget are tax fairness for this genera-
tion of taxpayers and even greater defi-
cit reduction for the benefit of our next
generation.

Mr. Chairman, I received a letter this
week from an 80-year-old widow.

Mr. UproN: 1 have recently been made
aware of the increase in energy taxes that
President Clinton has proposed. As a widow,
80 years of age, 1 am doing the best I can to
live on. my meager income. I urge you to
vote against the energy taxes that the Presi-
dent is proposing.

You, more than most, are aware that
Michigan, in particular, is already hard hit
by unemployment and welfare without the
additional charges that these energy taxes
would bring.

During the hard Michigan winter, I try to
tighten my belt so I can afford to heat my
home—please, I urge you to propose tighten-
ing the administration’s belt, too.

We had folks like this widow and her
granddaughter, who typed it, in mind
when we crafted this budget. And un-
like the Clinton budget, we do not ask
the overburdened middle class to pay
more. And we do not ask anyone to pay
more in taxes until we cut spending
first,

Let me reiterate that, cut spending
first. We cut spending in the first year,
Mr. Chairman, by $42 billion, this com-
pared to the Clinton budget of $6 bil-
lion. And then in the second year, we
cut spending by $71.3 billion, as com-
pared to only $10.8 billion in the Clin-
ton budget.

That means that totally, we cut
spending $113 billion in the first 2 years
of the operation of this budget versus
only $17 billion by the Clinton budget.

We ask only that the people who can
afford to pay more in taxes, in fact,
pay more. But we ensure that this new
revenue will not go to new spending
but instead to reduce the deficit. We
enforce that promise with specific cut
suggestions and a line-item veto, a bal-
anced-budget amendment and auto-
matic sequestration enforcement.

By combining the best of the rest,
the spending package of the Kasich
committee on the budget, along with
$38 billion in additional cuts of our own
and less than half of the President’s
tax increases, we reduce the deficit by
$170 billion more than the other pack-
age.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD a copy of the letter to which I
referred:

MARCH 8, 1993.
FRED UPTON,
House of Representatives
Washington, DC.

Mr. UpTOoN: 1 have recently been made
aware of the increase in energy taxes that
President Clinton has proposed. As a widow,
B0 years of age, I am doing the best I can to
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live on my meager income. I urge you to
vote against the energy taxes that the Presi-
dent is proposing.

You, more than most, are aware that
Michigan, in particular, is already hard hit
by unemployment and welfare without the
additional charges that these energy taxes
would bring.

During the hard Michigan winter, I try to
tighten my belt so I can afford to heat my
home—please, 1 urge you to propose tighten-
ing the administration’s belt, too.

Sincerely,

P.S. Thank you to my grand-daughter,
Kristen, for typing this letter for me.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise, I
am sorry to say, to oppose the Solomon
amendment, even though I do want to
take note, as my colleague from Colo-
rado, Mrs. SCHROEDER did, that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON] has indeed tried to create some-
thing of a coalition and to draw some
of us who believe that those who got
most out of the 1980's ought to give
something back in the 1990’s.

I oppose this amendment chiefly be-
cause its spending cuts would under-
mine the impact of any stimulus pro-
gram. And while I agree with my col-
league from Colorado that we need seed
corn, the reasons I want to emphasize
at this time are somewhat different,
much as I agree with the gentle-
woman, but I want to stress the need
for a stimulus in order to assure that
we get out of this recession with a gen-
uine recovery.

Now, some have been trying to have
it both ways, Mr. Chairman. They
argue that the President's stimulus is
too little to matter, and they argue
that it is too much in the face of a full
recovery. They can speak this
doublespeak only if they ignore certain
felt economic realities. They have to
first ignore the false starts that we
have already experienced in this recov-
ery. False starts signal the need for
some further stimulation.

Look at the time period of this reces-
sion. Technically it went from July
1990 to April 1991. We are almost 2
years into recovery and, yet, out of the
last six quarters, in only the most re-
cent one has growth reached the mini-
mum 4 percent that indicates a period
of real recovery. That ought to fright-
en us. It certainly frightens the people
whom I represent.

One would further have to ignore yes-
terday’s report that employers are
using overtime at a record unmatched
since the 1950's. And they are using
overtime rather than employing peo-
ple, which is why we have 9 million
people out there saying, ‘“Where is the
recovery?"”

One would have to ignore the fright-
ening and startling proportion of the
recovery that is in part-time jobs with
no benefits. In order to assume that no
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stimulus is necessary one would have
to ignore the missing ingredient in this
recovery that has been present in other
recoveries, and that is some fiscal pol-
icy, tax cuts or spending of some kind
that encourages job creation. That is
what has been missing in this recovery,
and we are feeling it and paying for it.

One would have to ignore, above all,
the effects that the President's cuts
may have on the recovery itself.
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I do not oppose the President’s cuts.
We have been willing to swallow the
President’s cuts. We do ask for some
balance. We have to ask ourselves, for
example, what of the 100,000 Federal
jobs the President’s attrition program
over the next 5 years that will not be
available and otherwise would have
been available? In the Washington met-
ropolitan region for example 22,000
jobs, would not be available but only
half of these jobs, Mr. Chairman, are
Federal jobs. The other half are jobs
that will not be there in the private
sector because of the decline in Federal
spending.

The private sector needs a stimulus
to pick up the people who are not going
to be in the Federal sector because we
are going to say to 100,000 of them,
“These jobs are no longer available to
you.”

What of the base closings? Who is
going to pick up the 57,000 people put
out of work because of the base clos-
ings? An unstimulated economy, Mr.
Chairman? Only an energetic private
sector can pick up these pieces, a pri-
vate sector that is not afraid to grow,
as todays private sector is now; other-
wise, business would be bringing people
back to work rather than using com-
pulsory overtime.

We must begin the stimulus now in
the face of government and private sec-
tor cuts, even during a period of sup-
posed growth. I predict that we are
going to need more stimulus later,
much more, if we do not start now,
Leave the President’s plan alone. Make
jobs, not war, on the floor.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I
would just say to the gentlewoman, we
will not be debating the stimulus plan
until much later tonight.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LEVY].

Mr. LEVY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Solomon substitute.

Mr. Chairman, if we stick to the schedule
which was published for today, we are going
to be considering a so-called economic stimu-
lus package before we leave here tonight. And
| am concerned, Mr. Chairman, because if we
pass the budget resolution as originally pro-
posed by the President, we are going to be
undercutting whatever we, as Congress, do to
stimulate the economy.

That is why | supported the Kasich sub-
stitute and, failing its adoption, it is why | sup-
port the Solomon compromise substitute.
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Mr. Chairman, | recall watching the eco-
nomic summit which then President-elect Clin-
ton called in December. And, | cannot recall
one panelist saying that tax increases are
what the country needs to bring it out of the
economic doldrums. In fact, it seems almost
universally agreed that, while tax hikes provide
an easy means to close the deficit, they are
almost certain to stall whatever recovery is
currently taking place.

Mr. Chairman, | am one of those who be-
lieves that tax hikes should be used to close
the deficit only as a last resort. And, | agree
with the President that, if tax hikes are ulti-
mately necessary, they should fall most signifi-
cantly on those who can best afford to pay.

By seeking to eliminate taxes which erode
the buying power of middle-class Americans,
the Solomon substitute permits economic
growth and helps the President keep his
promise to shield the most Americans from
taxes they cannot afford to pay.

For these reasons, | will be voting for the
Solomon substitute and | urge my colleagues
to do the same.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to one of our most knowl-
edgeable Members, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. HOUGHTON], a former
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et for 6 years and a present member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman,
there is so much I would like to say
about this issue. I only have 2 minutes.
I think there is one point that I think
is overarching here.

I applaud what the President is
doing. I applaud the fact that he has
taken the torch and shown us the way.
The thing that I feel badly about, de-
spite my respect for a lot of people who
put in a great deal of work in this
budget process, it really does not get
us where we want to go.

I really think the American people,
they hear the bugles and they expect to
see the horses coming over the hill.
Frankly, the horses will not be there
unless something like the Solomon
substitute is enacted. I will tell the
Members why. Because at the end of
these 5 years the American people will
say, ‘“We have got our debt in pretty
good shape, our deficit is continuing to
go down.”

Wrong. Under the proposals which I
see now, particularly the proposal on
the Democratic side, the deficit begins
to creep up and our debt, owned by the
public as a percent of our GDP, now is
53 percent and at that time will be 57
percent.

Frankly, the debt is the critical
issue. It does not make any difference
what the deficit is; it is the means to
an end: the debt, the debt that our chil-
dren are going to inherit. If we end up
at the end of 5 years with a debt higher
than it is now as a percent of our pro-
ductive capacity, I think we have led
the American people down the wrong
road. I urge the Members to support
the Solomon substitute, because it is
the only plan that gets the type of
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numbers we are looking for and does
not betray the confidence of the Amer-
ican people in what we are trying to do
down here.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY], a member of
the Committee on the Budget.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Solomon sub-
stitute amendment. There is much in
this amendment to be found objection-
able. Many of the cuts proposed in the
earlier unsuccessful amendment are
contained in this amendment. I believe
that in certain instances these cuts
represent in fact tax increases to the
recipients of the most unfair kind.

In the earlier amendment I men-
tioned the Medicare cuts, $20 billion re-
moved from this program and replaced
by higher assessments on Medicare re-
cipients using the laboratory services,
receiving home health care, rather
than spread any kind of tax obligation
on those who have received and have
most prospered under our past eco-
nomic circumstance, rather than
spread it broad based over all of this
country.

This singles out elderly, sick people
and hits them with $20 billion in addi-
tional assessments. For that reason
alone I would oppose this amendment.

There is more. Elimination of the
Federal Crop Insurance Program,
elimination of it at a time when we
need to be assisting our agriculture
producers in risk management, helping
them to avoid catastrophes that are
the natural occupational hazard unique
to agriculture in this country and
around the world, they eliminate the
opportunity to ensure against risks.
This is not a budget-saving item, this
is a proposal which will ensure every
single year rural Members of this body
will propose specific disaster relief
measures, measures that will ulti-
mately be funded off budget, that will
impact the deficit the amendment’s
sponsors speak so passionately about.

Elimination of the Federal crop in-
surance is yet another bad component
of this package, and presents, again,
sufficient reason to vote against it. I
think there are even more overarching
issues at stake,

The economy of this country is sick.
It may not be in the depth of the reces-
sion at the present time, but its re-
bound is anything but on schedule for a
full, healthy recovery. We are 3 million
jobs behind. The Solomon amendment
fails most utterly in its failure to ac-
knowledge the fragile and tepid state
of our present economic recovery.

The chart before us reflects what
really is a guarantee for further reces-
sion, if we were to hit 1994 with $65 bil-
lion in spending reduction with not one
iota of the investment component pro-
posed in the President’s package.

In summary Mr. Speaker, this
amendment fails the test. It has specif-
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ics, and many of the specifics justify
defeat of the amendment. Moreover, it
fails to correctly assess the interlinked
nature of the deficit reduction and eco-
nomic recovery. If the economy goes in
the tank again, there will not be the
economic recovery reflected in this
plan, and in fact, the deficit reduction
proposed, absent any effort at stimu-
lating a recovery, guarantees renewed
recession for this country.

For this reason, I urge the Members
of this body to oppose this amendment.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER-
SON], a major player in the writing and
drafting and strategy of the Solomon
proposal.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to briefly cor-
rect a matter of fact. While the Clinton
budget raises taxes on Social Security
on the seniors, our budget does not.
Furthermore, in the Medicare section
it raises money by means testing pre-
miums and by freezing reimbursements
to physicians, not by freezing pre-
miums at the higher rate that the
Democrat budget does.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentlewoman's remarks.

Mr. Chairman, let me address my
comments this afternoon to my col-
leagues on the Democratic side of the
aisle. It is no secret that many of them
are uncomfortable having to vote for
$336 billion in new taxes later on to-
night.

My plea to them is before they do
that, understand that by voting for the
Solomon budget they can cut spending
first. This plan has $265 billion more in
spending cuts, more than the Presi-
dent’s bill, a 4 to 1 ratio of spending
cuts to revenue increases, and it makes
the tough decisions on the pork-barrel
projects that are in the other docu-
ments on both sides of the aisle.
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Second, before voting for $336 billion
in new taxes, understand if you are
going to do that, taxes ought to go to
deficit reduction, not new spending.
This is the plan that cuts the deficit by
$637 billion over the life of the budget
cycle, $171 billion more than Mr. Clin-
ton.

Third, before dealing with just new
taxes, understand this is your only
chance to vote against the taxes on the
middle-income people of our particular
proposal. It is this, the Solomon budg-
et, that eliminates the Btu tax, that
eliminates the inheritance tax, that
eliminates the Social Security tax.

Before voting for new taxes and new
spending, know that this is the alter-
native where you can make sure that
that tax increase goes to fund incen-
tives for economic growth, such as cap-
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ital gains, such as passive loss, such as
the tax extenders. Before you vote for
$336 billion in new revenue and $178 bil-
lion in new spending, know that this is
the one plan that is fair.

As Ross Perot would say if he were
standing here, he would say if deficit
reduction is our goal, and bipartisan-
ship is our mode of operation, it is the
Solomon budget that each and every
one of us ought to be voting for. Why?
Because it takes the best of both to re-
duce the deficit.

Imagine we are going through all of
this $336 billion in new taxes and we
are still going to end up with about
$200 billion a year in annual deficits.
The American people do not find that
acceptable, Mr. Chairman. This is the
alternative for you to go home, and be-
fore you give the President your due
party loyalty later tonight, make sure
you can go home and say I voted for
tax fairness, I voted to cut spending
first, and I voted to use new revenue
for deficit reduction,

Vote for the Solomon budget.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
Solomon budget substitute.

Last year, Mr. Chairman, the American peo-
ple sent us a very loud and a very clear mes-
sage. They told us that they wanted us to
work together to get our house in order and to
put the American economy back on track.
They told us that they wanted the deficits that
are threatening their children’s futures brought
under control, that they wanted a fairer and
more equitable tax system, and that they
wanted us to put policies in place to get the
economy moving.

Mr. Chairman, if the Members of this body
were really listening to the American people
last year, and if they were really listening to
them now, they would be voting for the Solo-
mon substitute. We have put together a budg-
et alternative which is closer to what the
American people have told us they want than
any other budget resolution which has been
offered.

Our budget delivers a third more in deficit
reduction over 5 years than the Democrat plan
with less than half the new taxes. For every
$1 in new taxes that our proposal raises, we
cut spending by $4. The Democrat proposal
doesn't even cut spending by $1 for every
new dollar in taxes—a far cry from what the
President promised.

Our spending restraints and cuts, moreover,
are specified, not promised. The American
people have told us that they are frustrated
and angry with the budget shenanigans that
they see us engage in year after year. This is
an honest budget.

Our plan calls for reductions in spending be-
fore, not after, we start collecting new taxes.
We aren't asking tax payers to buy any more
pigs in the poke.

Finally, our budget gives the American peo-
ple the kind of economic program they want
without asking an already overtaxed middle-
class to send even more of its income to
Washington.

Republican Members of the House have
worked together over the past several days to
put together a budget resolution for fiscal year
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1994 which we believe truly reflects the prior-
ities and the desire for change among the
American people. We believe that it is a budg-
et which both Republicans and Democrats can
support.

In assembling the Solomon substitute, Mr.
Chairman, we identified three objectives: sub-
stantial deficit reduction by means of real re-
straint and actual cuts in Federal Government
spending; a fair and realistic package of pro-
posals to increase Federal revenues by asking
the wealthiest Americans—and only the
wealthiest Americans—to pay more in taxes,
and; an overall budget plan that would not
threaten or undermine the prospects for a con-
tinuing economic recovery. | believe that we
achieved each of those objectives and that
they are reflected in our budget resolution.

First, let's look at deficit reduction and how
we achieved it. The Solomon substitute
achieves substantially more deficit reduction
next year and over the next 5 years than ei-
ther of the budget plans that came out of the
House Budget Committee. Our budget re-
duces the deficit of $620 billion over 5 years.
That's about $160 billion more in deficit reduc-
tion than the Democrat budget achieves de-
spite the fact that it calls for over a quarter of
a billion dollars in net new taxes over the next
5 years.

Our budget achieves deficit reduction pri-
marily by controlling the rate of spending
growth in most Federal program spending,
and by making actual cuts in other non-
essential Federal progams. Those of us who
assembled this substitute share with all of our
Republicans colleagues the view that America
suffers under the weight of this monstrous def-
icit not because the vast majority of her peo-
ple are taxed too little, but because the Fed-
eral Government spends too much—much too
much. Our budget reflects that belief.

Because the Solomon substitute takes the
Republican budget committee proposal as its
base, it adopts what is in effect a baseline
freeze on all nondefense Federal discretionary
spending. What this means, in terms that nor-
mal people can understand, is that spending
for more than 90 percent of all Federal discre-
tionary programs will grow over the next 5
years by an amount equal to the inflation rate
over the next 5 years. Critical programs like
Pell grants and Head Start will not see their
funding cut.

Our proposal does, however, call for and
specify actual reductions in funding for other
programs. For example, we eliminate funding
for the superconducting super collider, cut
funding for special interest Federal highway
projects, cut agricultural subsidies to individ-
uals with nonfarm incomes of over $100,000,
and cut funding for support of the already
oversized but still growing Government bu-
reaucracies. As a result of our determination
to hold the line on spending, spending cuts
account for more than 80 percent of the deficit
reduction in the Solomon substitute. Unspec-
ified spending reduction accounts for barely
half of the deficit reduction in the Democrat
package.

Mr. Chairman, | think that JOHN KasicH and
my Republican colleagues on the Budget
Committee did a remarkable, and a remark-
ably honest job in their budget on the savings
side. They showed that we can make a sub-
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stantial dent in the deficit without resorting to
unspecified promises of spending restraint and
without resorting to the massive tax increases
that the administration and the majority leader-
ship are calling for. All of my Republican col-
leagues involved in drafting this alternative
budget share that view.

The American people, however, have made
clear that they expect us to produce a budget
package that makes more dramatic reductions
in the Federal deficit that can be achieved by
spending cuts alone. It is for this reason that
many of my colleagues and | believe that we
need to go significantly further than our Re-
publican colleagues on the Budget Committee.
And the only way to do that is by asking the
wealthiest Americans to make a contribution in
higher taxes. Our alternative budget does that.
We raise nearly $140 billion in new taxes over
5 years by incorporating already proposed tax
increases on the wealthy, while at the same
time stripping all of those new taxes proposed
by President Clinton and the Democrats—
such as the Btu tax and higher taxes on So-
cial Security recipients—which hit lower and
middle-income Americans hard. Contrary to
the rehetroic, these taxes will hit middle-in-
come American families and retired Americans
hard.

President Clinton made a promise to shield
middle-income Americans from the impact of
new taxes. The President and his party are
breaking that promise. We have a budget
which gives them the opportunity to keep it.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, the new taxes that
we include in our proposal do not get imple-
mented until after the spending restraint and
the spending cuts we have proposed begin to
be implemented. We are not asking any Amer-
ican to again pay for promises which they
know have been made and broken many
times before. We do indeed cut spending first.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we sought to bring a
budget resolution to the floor which would be
pro-growth.

The economy is finally showing signs of life,
though no one can take comfort from the ex-
tent of the recovery thus far. Job growth statis-
tics, in particular, remain disappointing. None-
theless, the economy is showing increased
strength and the last thing we want to do is
sap that strength. We want to support the re-
covery and keep as many Americans as pos-
sible on the job. The Solomon substitute con-
tains a substantial package of tax incentives
for business investment which will contribute
to productivity growth and the creation of new
jobs

Moreover, though our proposal calls for very
substantial reductions in defense spending, it
takes into consideration the fact that defense
dollars provide more than just guns and jet
fighters. Defense dollars provide jobs—millions
of jobs for American workers. We have just
had a very bitter reminder, Mr. Chairman, of
the human pain which defense downsizing en-
tails. And no doubt, there will be more of it.
The question, however, is how much more
and how fast. Our budget calls for non-
administratively related cuts of $60 billion in
defense over 5 years. This is in addition—and
it is very important to point this out because
many of my Democrat colleagues conveniently
fail to do so—to almost $75 billion in cuts that
President Bush proposed before leaving office
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earlier this year. The Democrat budget calls
for cuts that are twice as large, will be twice
as painful, and will cost twice as many Ameri-
cans—military and nonmilitary—their jobs.

Mr. Chairman, the Solomon substitute,
based on what I've heard from the people in
my district and in the places I've traveled
across America, is the kind of budget the
American people want, and | would urge my
colleagues from both sides of the aisle to sup-
port it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MCHALE].

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Chairman, there is
a sense of historic expectation in the
House today for we are engaged in a
hard-fought battle on issues of real im-
portance. There is an appropriate
awareness that the vote on the budget
resolution and investment package will
reflect a fundamental redefinition of
our national goals, a conscious shift
from consumption to investment, and a
renewed commitment to the tradi-
tional ideals of American democracy.
In short, Mr. Chairman, if enacted, the
Solomon amendment will kill Presi-
dent Clinton's effort to rebuild Amer-
ica.

During the next few hours Members
of Congress will rise to present compet-
ing visions for our Nation's future.
Prompted by timidity and excessive
partisanship, some will urge that we
reject the President’s proposals. By
contrast, I believe that 12 years of
drift, debt, and decline—12 years of
voodoo economics—is long enough.
With President Clinton, I believe we
must boldly affirm last November's
electoral mandate by passing the budg-
et and stimulus package now before the
House.

First and foremost, I believe that
America's future must be built upon a
cornerstone of economic prosperity. It
was Hubert Humphrey who once said
the best social program is a job. In
keeping with that philosophy the Clin-
ton budget will create jobs in both the
public and private sectors, rebuild
highway and mass transit systems,
spur technological research and devel-
opment, assist urban revitalization
through community development block
grants and enterprise zones, increase
support for small business develop-
ment, and fully fund the Pell Grant
Program so that students from middle-
income families can afford to go to col-
lege.

Second, I believe that America’s fu-
ture must be defined by the parameters
of fiscal responsibility. During the past
12 years we have accrued a $4.1 trillion
debt—an unwarranted burden of over
$15,000 for each man, woman, and child
in America. Mr. Chairman, I want to
leave my children something more
than a mortgage. The Clinton budget,
as amended in committee, reduces the
deficit by $510 billion over the next 5
years. The President has proposed 150
specific spending cuts totaling $247 bil-
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lion—and thereafter, the Budget Com-
mittee has cut an additional $63 billion
in proposed spending.

As a Democrat who plans to vote for
the balanced budget amendment and
for the line-item veto, I commend the
President's leadership in crafting a
budget which reflects a sense of fiscal
restraint so lacking during the exces-
sive spending of the 1980’s.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I believe that
America's future must be shaped by
the traditional ideals of social justice.
Taxes must be fair. Burdens should be
shared. And opportunity must not be
limited to the wealthy few. The Clin-
ton budget will provide full funding for
Head Start, WIC childhood immuniza-
tions, and the Ryan White AIDs Pro-
gram. It rejects the special interest tax
policies of the last two Presidential ad-
ministrations.

At the heart of the Clinton budget
can be found three basic goals: A real-
istic stimulus for job creation; a genu-
ine commitment to deficit reduction;
and a renewed belief in equality and so-
cial justice under law. These are the
same reasons I ran for Congress—and
these are the reasons I urge my col-
leagues to reject the Solomon amend-
ment and to support the President’s
economic plan., The election is over.
Rhetoric should be cooled. It is time to
govern.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN-
SON] who is a former member of the
Committee on the Budget and now
serves admirably on the Committee on
Ways and Means and has been indeed
an architect of this plan.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. I
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time.

Mr. Chairman, straight talk. Get
real. That was Ross Perot's message to
Americans and her Government lead-
ers. That was his only message. And
the great gift that he gave the people
of America was an understanding of
the enormity of the deficit and the
dark cloud it hangs over our economy
and our ability to create the very jobs
that our kids’ futures depend upon. He
gave us that gift, and that is the meas-
ure of what we do here on the floor.

I thank my colleague from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] for recognizing the
intellectual honesty of the Solomon
proposal that I am a part of proposing
to you today. Yes, it is very tough. It
cuts spending more rigorously than
any other proposal you will have a
chance to vote on today.

It also raises taxes. I cannot tell you
how many people have come to me on
the street saying I am willing to pay
more, but I want that coupled with an
honest, tough budget that cuts spend-
ing. Well, this budget does that. It
raises taxes on those most able to pay,
and couples those tax increases with
two things: the extenders to stimulate
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the economy, to assure continued pro-
duction of low-income housing, of re-
search and development, of education
and so on, and with the toughest budg-
et cuts anyone has proposed. And in
the end the benefit is that we reduce
the deficit in a way that will assure
growth in America's future.

In contrast, the budget that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are proposing will leave us in 5 years
precisely where we are, with a deficit
the same size as we face now, but with
spending far higher.

Ask yourselves: Are new taxes, new
spending worth being in the same place
in 5 years when that place is destroy-
ing the job-creating power of America’s
small-business sector? Look at the tes-
timony we are hearing on the tax pro-
visions in the Democrats’ proposal.
Over and over again, we are told the
new tax burdens far outweigh the in-
vestment incentives to create jobs.
Small business in Connecticut will be
paralyzed by this proposal. Many are
barely surviving now and they will pay
higher Btu taxes, higher business
taxes, higher Medicare taxes, and as-
sume new and heavy paperwork bur-
dens. The small business sector is the
job creator in our society. It is the
only sector creating jobs, so will stran-
gling it create growth?

I ask my colleagues, for the people,
vote for the Solomon amendment. It
doesn’t kill our job producers with
taxes but couples taxes on our truly
wealthy with real, serious spending
cuts to reduce the deficit far more ef-
fectively than any other proposal
you’ll have the chance to vote on. To
turn the economy around, vote ‘‘yes."

Mr. SABO. Before yielding further, I
would indicate to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut that the majority
budget resolution substantially reduces
the deficit in 1996, 1997, and 1998.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the Budget Committee
for giving me the time and for his lead-
ership in bringing this very fine budget
resolution to the floor today. I rise in
strong support of the resolution and
very reluctantly in opposition to the
Socolomon substitute. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] knows
the esteem in which I hold him, but I
do not support his budget resolution. I
know that comes as no surprise to him.

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased
today and happy because for the first
time in a long time, for many of us it
is the first time we will have a chance
to support a President's budget, a
budget which reflects the values of our
constituents. I believe that a budget
should be a statement of our values.
We spend money on what is important
to us. We do that in our personal lives,
and we should do that as a country.

At long last we have a budget that
does this by recognizing that the
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strength of our country can be defined
in the health and well-being of our peo-
ple as well as our ability to defend our-
selves and to keep the peace.
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At long last we have a statement of
values in our budget which puts people
first by investing in people with in-
creased funding for Head Start, WIC,
child immunization, and full funding of
the Ryan White AIDS Program. That is
very critical to my district, and I
thank the chairman for the generosity
in the budget on that score.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great
deal about our various deficits. We
have had the budget deficit, the trade
deficit, the family income deficit, and
the list of deficits goes on, and in-
cluded among those is the social deficit
of the last 12 years, a time where social
initiatives were starved in order for us
to build up other sections of the budg-
et. At long last, this inequity will be
redressed, and we will be doing it in a
fiscally sound way, fiscally responsible
way, as this budget resolution does call
for a cut, a reduction, of $510 billion in
our own budget deficit over the next 5
years.

In fact, the President asked for cuts,
and this Committee on the Budget cut
the budget further by $63 billion from
the original proposal that they had re-
ceived.

It is a budget that is a statement of
our values, because it creates jobs and
gives every person a real opportunity.
It assumes increased funding for jobs
programs and job training, innovative
education and lifelong-learning pro-
grams, mass transit, highway construc-
tion, research and development, de-
fense conversion, and a variety of other
investment programs. It also restores
tax fairness to our system by placing
the heaviest burden on the most afflu-
ent in our society.

This is not about class warfare. It is
about redressing the problem of the
past 10 or 12 years where the wealthiest
in our country enjoyed the benefits of
the lightest tax burden. It also con-
tains funds for expansion of the earned
income tax credit which rewards low-
income people for working. As our
President has said over and over again
in his remarks, people who work in our
country will no longer have an inabil-
ity to feed their families or to take
care of their families, because they will
now have the earned income tax credit.

Mr. Chairman, when I was young I re-
member my parents always saying
when there was bad news, whether it
was illness or death in the family,
‘““How are we going to tell the chil-
dren?" I think if we do not support this
budget resolution and the stimulus
package that goes with it, we will have
a difficult time telling the children
why, why it was not important to in-
vest in them, why people could under-
stand that investment in infrastruc-
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ture, of highways, was a stimulus, and
a good investment for our country, but
investing in our children’s education,
in Head Start, giving them all a head
start was not considered a good invest-
ment.

For these reasons, for the children,
for our values, for the strength of our
country being defined differently, as I
said earlier, and the strength in the
health and well-being of our country, I
urge my colleagues to support this
budget resolution, to defeat the Solo-
mon resolution, and then, in conclu-
sion, to support the stimulus package
later this evening.

Give the President a chance. The
American people want him to succeed.
We should, too, in this House.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the Solomon
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to Presi-
dent Clinton's economic package and | do so
because | fear we are in danger of squander-
ing a genuine window of opportunity to correct
this Nation's fiscal course and halt its competi-
tive slide in the worldwide economy.

The prevailing sentiment from those resi-
dents of northern New Jersey who have ex-
pressed their support for the Clinton economic
proposal—and they are significantly out-
numbered by those who oppose it—is that this
plan is better than nothing.

| would agree. This plan is better than the
status quo. But it is not good enough. And if
we fail to act decisively now, we may not get
another opportunity like this for years. And by
then, it may be too late. Too late to regain our
position in the global economy.

Clearly, the budget deficit and our declining
position in the global economy require firm ac-
tion and determined leadership, now. The ac-
cumulating national debt pose a real and
growing danger to our economic well-being.

The billions of dollars we spend on interest
on that national debt is money that is not
available to create one job, repair one bridge,
pay one medical bill, provide one student loan
or train one young American. In addition,
those interest payments are slowly strangling
economic growth.

Because | view this crisis so seriously, |
have always refused to rule out enactment of
carefully structured, new taxes designated for
deficit reduction. More of this later when | dis-
cuss the Solomon amendment.

However, and this is where the Clinton pro-
gram fails to meet the commonsense test: Be-
fore we ask the people of New Jersey and the
rest of the Nation to shoulder higher taxes, we
must demand significant and enforceable
spending cuts. Moreover, we simply can not
afford to create new and expanded spending
programs.

Yes, there are a number of program cuts in
the Clinton package but | am alarmed that it
also includes over $180 billion in new spend-
ing. Even more alarming is that the President
has proposed new programs that—once start-
ed—will take on a life of their own and be-
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come the budgetary equivalents of new entitle-
ment programs. | speak specifically of the na-
tional service program which could open up a
budgetary Pandora’s box.

No, our approach must be pay as you go—
and new spending must be offset by cor-
responding reductions in other areas. No more
of the buy-now-pay-later system that has ruled
this city for decades.

And, all spending cuts and deficit reduction
goals must be strictly enforceable, with real in-
centives and penalties to force future Con-
gresses to abide by the framework we estab-
lish this year. These enforcement mechanisms
are one of the primary reasons the Solomon
Amendment gained my support.

Without procedural and system budget re-
form, any progress we make this year will be
in real jeopardy.

Let me remind my colleagues of the path
my State of New Jersey has followed. Just 3
short years ago, Gov. James Florio threw
money at the schools but without a system of
fundamental reforms. We cannot allow Presi-
dent Clinton and this Congress to follow that
same failed path.

| am mindful of the President’s challenge to
those who would oppose his plan to come up
with one of their own.

Frankly, the approach that most closely mir-
rors my approach is that proposed by Mr. SoL-
omoN of New York and several of my Repub-
lican colleagues.

The Solomon plan would bring about a
nearly $500 billion reduction in the deficit over
5 years. That is far better than the Clinton's
deficit reduction of just $325 billion. The Solo-
mon plan contains no new spending—cuts the
Clinton tax increases in half while protecting
the middle class and those on Social Secu-
rity—has a 4-to-1 ratio of spending reductions
to tax increases and dedicates all of the high-
er taxes of deficit reduction. | would add that
all of the spending cuts occur before any tax
increase takes effect. Most important—the
Solomon approach contains mandatory se-
questration if, or when, Congress exceeds its
budget limits. This is a blueprint, if you will for
a sound deficit reduction package. But there is
room for improvement and need to modify, for
example: It falls into the same old trap of at-
tempting to balance the budget on the backs
of those in our society—the frail elderly. It at-
tacks Medicare and Medicaid to the amount of
$85 billion. Now, we should not institute a sys-
tem of means testing without open and com-
plete debate and analysis. This magnitude of
cuts | cannot accept because it will greatly tax
our frail elderly.

Second, the Solomon plan does not go far
enough with some of its spending cuts. Yes,
we should eliminate the super collider, but we
also should zero out the space station, the ad-
vanced solid rocket motor program, the
Seawolf submarine, end the below market use
of Federal lands, significantly curtail the range
of agricultural subsidies and the list goes on
and on.

What this country also needs is a strong
save and invest in America program of tax in-
centives—targeted capitals gain tax reduction,
investment tax credit, expanded IRA's for first-
time homebuyers and medical expenses,
mortgage revenue bonds, and so forth—that
will encourage U.S. business and individuals
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alike to invest in new plants and equipment to
become more competitive in the ongoing glob-
al economic wars. We owe it to the American
people to take these important steps before
we ask them to shoulder additional tax bur-
dens. Indeed, Republicans in the other body
are proposing strengthening the package with
investment incentives.

Nevertheless, | support the Solomon
amendment because it most nearly focuses on
the mark for spending cuts and takes the intel-
lectually honest approach of acknowledging
the need for marginal tax rate increases and
the millionaire’s surtax while protecting the
middle class.

This is a blueprint that starts us on credible
deficit reduction.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maine [Ms. SNOWE], a member of the
Committee on the Budget and a former
member of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, I think the real issue here
is which proposal is going to make the
genuine cuts that would justify any tax
increases.

We already learned through the Ka-
sich plan that you can arrive at a $200
billion deficit in 1998 through spending
cuts and not raising taxes, but if you
want to get below the $200 billion,
then, yes, it would require some tax in-
creases. The Kasich plan established
the bottomline in beginning the defi-
cit-reduction effort.

The Solomon plan builds on that
strength by accepting some moderate
tax increases.

The American people have said to us,
‘“We are willing to risk some new taxes
provided we meet two prerequisites,
that we cut spending first, and we
make a dramatic dent in the Federal
budget deficit.” And the Solomon plan
accomplishes both.

We have heard here today that the
budget resolution that has been passed
out of the Committee on the Budget
will cut spending, but, ladies and gen-
tlemen, it cuts spending in the out
years, in 1997 and 1998. The average life
of a budget agreement in this Congress
over the last decade has been 2, perhaps
3 years.

I think it is telling to look at the
charts, and when you see what the
Clinton plan will accomplish in spend-
ing cuts in 1994 and 1995. It accom-
plishes about 6 to 8 percent of the
spending cuts in the first 2 years out of
the 5 years, and hope that these other
spending cuts will never occur.

The difference is in this plan that the
spending cuts are up front, because the
American people should not have to
pay for tax increases if they are not
going to get the spending cuts, not to
mention the fact that the resolution of
the Committee on the Budget tremen-
dously taxes people.
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Should my constituents pay for an
energy tax on home heating oil when
we are not making a genuine effort to
cut spending?

As you can see here, there is a big
difference, ladies and gentlemen, in the
terms of tax increases versus spending
cuts. The tax increases under the
House budget resolution are $336 billion
compared to the Solomon plan of §112
billion. The big difference is on the
spending cuts, a full $685 billion of the
Solomon plan, and only $219 billion
with the budget resolution. There is a
big difference, ladies and gentlemen, if
you want spending to be cut.

The more we increase taxes, the more
we spend. Therefore, we have front-
loaded the spending cuts in order to
demonstrate to the American people
that we, in fact, are going to cut spend-
ing, that we are not going to use the
tax increases to increase Government
spending.

Furthermore, the Solomon plan in-
creases the taxes on those people who
can best afford it, on those who are
earning more than $200,000. That is ex-
actly what President Clinton promised
the American people during the course
of the campaign. He did not promise to
raise taxes on people who were earning
$20,000, $30,000, my constituents who
earn $14,000, but that is what we have
in the House budget resolution. You
are taxing the low-to-middle income.

We take that out, and we tax the
wealthy.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SNOWE. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is so right, and I would say
to my good friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO], who is the chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget,
and we have great respect for him, he
pointed out that, yes, the Democrat
budget does have significant cuts in
the last 3 years, but the gentlewoman
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] has pointed
out that sequestration, in other words,
the 1990 Budget Control Act, expires at
the end of 1995, and if you look at that
chart, as you have pointed out, the
Democrat budget cuts only $6 billion in
1994, $10 billion in 1995, and then heavy
cuts after the triggering mechanism
for sequestration is dead and gone.

In our budget there is a chart under-
neath there which shows that we have
legislation written into our budget
which establishes a Gramm-Rudman
procedure triggering mandatory se-
questration cuts across-the-board if ac-
tions by this Congress fail to meet
these budget-discipline caps. That
means we continue the sequestration
and across-the-board cuts for all 5
years.

That is why you ought to be voting
for this if you really want to do some-
thing for the American people.

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman
for his effort. I also should say that we
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also accomplish another one of the
President’s campaign goals and prom-
ises, and that was to reduce the deficit
by 50 percent over 4 years. This budget
does that in 4 years, as well as 5.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me assure the gen-
tleman from New York that our expec-
tations are that the discretionary
spending caps will be continued beyond
1995, through 1998.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I spoke before about
Reaganomics, the Reaganomics of the
Reagan and Bush years. I spoke before
about how chickens are coming home
to roost, that we are now suffering be-
cause of the fallacy of Reaganomics,
that you could somehow increase
spending, cut taxes, and the day of
reckoning will never come, but the day
of reckoning is here.
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We know that the Reagan-Bush poli-
cies have given us high budget deficits.
What they have also given us, unfortu-
nately, is high recession and high un-
employment, and I rise today in oppo-
sition to the Solomon amendment and
in strong support of the House Concur-
rent Resolution 64, which is the budget
resolution and President Clinton’'s eco-
nomic stimulus package.

I support the entire package and es-
pecially the stimulus package hecause
I believe it will help many Americans
rise out of the recession that has
plagued our economy. Some people
look at recent economic figures and
claim we do not need to act. But I re-
mind those agents of the status guo
that jobs are being cut, not created, in
the downsized economy. That leaves
many people out of work, many teen-
agers out on the streets and many fam-
ilies wondering how they will make
ends meet.

In our deliberations it is easy to get
lost in the numbers game while forget-
ting the impact our decisions have on
the lives of the people we serve.

We talk about billions of dollars and
thousands of jobs, but rarely do we
focus on the value of a good education
or a steady job.

This stimulus package will create
675,000 additional summer jobs for our
youth. It will provide extended unem-
ployment benefits to people who want
to work but cannot find a job. In my
region of the country, the New York
City area, 10 percent of the people are
unemployed.

It will invest in infrastructure and
education so that we can offer the dis-
placed workers and their children a
brighter future.

Because we are required to account
for the money we appropriate, a dollar
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figure is attached to these programs
and we debate their merits. That is re-
sponsible Government. But, I ask, how
do you measure the value of hope?

The Childhood Immunization Pro-
gram in the stimulus package will cost
$300 million, but its value in future
health care cost savings and the added
ability to educate a healthy child can-
not be measured. The $753 million we
plan to invest in mass transit will cre-
ate jobs and improve our ability to
move people in and out of our cities.
Can we really tell how much that
means to the economic viability of our
urban areas or the quality of the envi-
ronment? When we appropriate $32 mil-
lion to fund service jobs for older
Americans, can we put a price on the
knowledge they pass on to our youth?

To be bold or not to be bold—that is
really the question we are debating
here today. If we fail to act, we will
crush the hopes and expectations of the
American people.

Some people will argue that this
package goes too far, and others will
say it does not go far enough. No one
will ever be completely satisfied. The
fact is that this stimulus package is
well-measured and economically sound.
It will create badly needed jobs and in-
vest in the future of our people and our
economy.

And perhaps most importantly, it
nurtures hope—a commodity that is
difficult to measure but definitely
needed for us to succeed.

I urge my colleagues to support the
stimulus package.

We have not had an urban program or
a program for our cities in the past 12
years. It is nice to have a President
who cares about our cities.

Last year millions of Americans went
to the polls and elected our new Presi-
dent.

The American people voted for
change. I support this President. I sup-
port his plan, and I support the Budget
Committee's resolution.

I have found in my district and in-
deed across the country the American
people support this plan. They will sup-
port this plan because they believe
that the pain is spread fairly. The pain
is spread fairly. The American people
want to invest in the future. This is a
sound plan. The President is right, and
I urge my colleagues to reject all the
amendments and support the Budget
Committee's plan.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr, MCCRERY], a former member
of the Budget Committee and now a
member of the distinguished Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, on the Repub-
lican side.

Mr. McCRERY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, my support of the Sol-
omon substitute reflects my belief that
the deficit and the accumulated na-
tional debt constitute the most serious
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problem facing our Nation. My support
is also a reflection of my belief that a
short-term approach to dealing with
the deficit should contain both spend-
ing cuts and revenue increases, but
with a heavy emphasis on spending
cuts. The Solomon substitute is a seri-
ous attempt to deal effectively with
the deficit for the short term.

I say ‘‘short term’ because, as has
been eloquently explained by my col-
league, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN], no long term
solution to our deficit problem is com-
plete without reforms to bring down
the rate of increase in health care
costs.

Before I go further, I want to express
my sincere appreciation to the Presi-
dent, the Democrats on the Budget
Committee, and to my Republican col-
leagues on the Budget Committee for
their willingness to make tough
choices designed to bring down the
level of deficit spending by the Federal
Government.

Whether the choices are tax increases
or spending cuts, they are difficult for
a politician to make, and those who
have honestly faced those choices and
taken a stand are to be commended.

I think the President’s plan, though,
even as modified by the Budget Com-
mittee Democrats, is the wrong pre-
scription to cure our ailing fisc.

The Democrats' plan relies far too
much on tax increases, and far too lit-
tle on spending cuts, to reach a deficit
figure in 1998 that is still more than
half the size it would be if we did noth-
ing at all.

In fact, the Democrats' plan only
cuts spending $6 billion in 1994, $10.8
billion in 1995, including debt service
savings, and even if all the spending
cuts scheduled for the last 3 years in
their plan actually take place, and that
is a big if, still, fully 556 percent of the
total deficit reduction over 5 years
comes from increased taxes.

Now, compare the numbers in the
Solomon substitute. In the first year of
the plan, spending would be cut $41.7
billion, while taxes would be increased
by only $10.3 billion, and, over the 5
years of the plan, only 19 percent of the
deficit reduction is due to tax in-
creases, while 81 percent is due to
spending reductions. In the Solomon
plan, you get over $4 of spending cuts
for every $1 of tax increases, while in
the Democrats' plan, you get only 80
cents of spending cuts for every $1 of
tax increases.

Mr. Chairman, as courageous as each
of these choices is, there is a clear phil-
osophical difference between the Solo-
mon plan and the Democrats’ plan.
Both make an honest attempt to re-
duce the deficit. But one, the Democrat
plan, taxes people first, in a big way
—(the Democrats’ tax increase is retro-
active to January 1, 1993) then only
later cuts spending, and that's only
promised. The other, the Solomon plan,
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cuts spending deeply, in the very first
year, and continues to rely primarily
on spending cuts to achieve $155 billion
more in deficit reduction than the
Democrats’ plan.

Our plan would keep the promises
made by the President during the cam-
paign:

It cuts the deficit in half in 4 years,
the Clinton/Democrat budget does not.

It does not raise taxes on the middle
class; the Clinton/Democrat budget
does.

It raises taxes only on those making
$200,000/year or more; the Clinton/Dem-
ocrat plan raises taxes on families
making as little as $20,000/year.

Yes, the choice is clear between the
Solomon plan and the Democrats' plan.
If you want the largest tax increase in
the history of the United States; if you
want a budget that taxes first, cuts
spending later; if you want a budget
that doesn’'t even cut the deficit in half
over the next 4 years, then vote for the
Democrat budget.

But if you want a budget that cuts
spending first; if you want a budget
that cuts the deficit in half in 4 years;
if you want a budget that seriously
cuts Government waste and spending,
then the Solomon substitute is the
clear choice.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. GILCHREST], a distinguished
member of our budget working group.
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Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

I would just like to remind the Amer-
ican people and those who are going to
vote today that we have almost a $300
billion payment for the interest on the
national debt right now. None of that
money goes for infrastructure. None of
that money goes for investment. That
money does not go back to the Amer-
ican people.

There are three points I want to
make. Our main mission here with this
budget is to reduce the debt. Three
points.

First, the Solomon package reduces
the deficit more than any other pack-
age before us today, that is $637 billion
in 5 years.

Second, the economic stimulus part
of this package, and it is part of this
package, is conducive without a doubt,
and you would all agree on this, with
economic productivity in the private
sector, plus something that we seri-
ously need to consider, and please lis-
ten to this if you are watching on your
monitors in the office, it creates the
infrastructure necessary for those pro-
grams that we need for children, for
education, for the poor, et cetera. It
creates those necessary programs, the
infrastructure necessary for that, so
that they are available.

Third, fair tax structure for the mid-
dle class and senior citizens.
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Vote for the Solomon amendment.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY],
a distinguished member of our commit-
tee.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64 and in opposition to the Solo-
mon amendment.

Although I am the Budget Commit-
tee's newest member, I am proud to
have played an important role in
crafting a Budget Resolution which
fundamentally reorders our Nation’s
priorities.

The American public called on us to
shift spending away from defense to
programs that address the real con-
cerns of Americans, jobs, health care,
education, defense conversion and defi-
cit reduction.

Our budget recognizes the concerns
of Americans which have been ignored
far too long, while the Solomon amend-
ment continues to neglect them. That
is the essential difference between our
proposals.

Now is the time to correct these in-
equities. That is exactly what I came
to Washington to do.

I declare today with confidence and
pride that the budget resolution re-
flects our Nation’s common agenda.

The budget resolution recognizes
that we can invest in our Nation's fu-
ture by using defense savings to jump-
start the economy, promote long-term
economic growth and invest in the peo-
ple of America.

I am pleased to say that our budget
plan will reduce the deficit by $510 bil-
lion over the next 5 years. With spend-
ing increases being offset by substan-
tial decreases in the defense budget,
overall discretionary spending will not
increase over the next 5 years under
this budget agreement.

Some of my colleagues say that we
did not cut enough. Others say that we
cut too much. There is no doubt, how-
ever, that we crafted a budget that suc-
cessfully reorders our national prior-
ities in the context of reducing our
budget deficit.

Frankly, we were faced with tough
choices and we made difficult but re-
sponsible decisions.

The budget proposal is balanced, fair,
economically responsible and it strikes
a common middle ground that will
work for all Americans.

We finally have an administration
that understands the importance of in-
vesting in our infrastructure and in our
Nation’s most valuable resource, our
people.

I strongly encourage my colleagues
to defeat the Solomon amendment and
support the budget resolution.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the 1 minute remaining.
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Mr. Chairman, as we listened to all
the debate today, I know that the easy
vote on all these Budget Resolutions is
no, but we came here to make tough
choices. We came here to lead, to gov-
ern, and in fact we should say no to
business as usual.

For all the folks in this country who
want real deficit reduction, this is the
best plan, and I would urge a yes vote.

This is fairness. This is cutting
spending first and that is what the peo-
ple want. We can give it to them with
a vote in favor of the Solomon consen-
sus budget.

I would ask all my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 20, noes 409,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 82]
AYES—20

Boehlert Johnson (CT) Shays
Fish Levy Snowe
Gilchrest McCrery Solomon
Gilman McHugh Upton
Gunderson Orton Walsh
Hoekstra Regula Young (FL)
Houghton Roukema

NOES—409
Abercrombie Brown (FL) DeFazio
Ackerman Brown (OH) DeLauro
Allard Bryant DeLay
Andrews (ME) Bunning Dellums
Andrews (NJ) Burton Derrick
Andrews (TX) Buyer Deutsch
Applegate Byrne Diaz-Balart
Archer Callahan Dickey
Armey Calvert Dicks
Bacchus (FL) Camp Dingell
Bachus (AL) Canady Dixon
Baesler Cantwell Daooley
Baker (CA) Cardin Doolittle
Baker (LA) Carr Dornan
Ballenger Castle Drejer
Barcia Chapman Duncan
Barlow Clay Dunn
Barrett (NE) Clayton Durbin
Barrett (WI) Clement Edwards (CA)
Bartlett Clinger Edwards (TX)
Barton Clyburn Emerson
Bateman Coble Engel
Becerra Coleman English (AZ)
Beilenson Collins (GA) English (OK)
Bentley Collins (IL) Eshoo
Bereuter Collins (MI) Evans
Berman Combest Everett
Bevill Condit Ewing
Bilbray Conyers Fawell
Bilirakis Cooper Fazio
Bishop Coppersmith Fields (LA)
Blackwell Costello Fields (TX)
Bliley Cox Filner
Blute Coyne Fingerhut
Boehner Cramer Flake
Bonilla Crane Foglietta
Bonior Crapo Ford (MI)
Borski Cunningham Fowler
Boucher Danner Frank (MA)
Brewster Darden Franks (CT)
Brooks de la Garza Franks (NJ)
Browder de Lugo (VI) Frost
Brown (CA) Deal Furse

Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto
Hyde
Inglis
Inhofe
Inslee
Istook
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreidler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lehman
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston

Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoli
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McHale
MclInnis
McKeon
McKinney
McMillan
MeNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Norton (DC)
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petrl
Pickett
Pickle
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Ridge
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
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Rostenkowski
Roth
Rowland
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sharp
Shaw
Shepherd
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (IA)
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Sundquist
Swelt
Swift.
Synar
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Underwood (GU)
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weldon
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Zeliff
Zimmer

5649
NOT VOTING—6
Faleomavaega Henry Romero-Barcelo
(AS) Myers (PR)
Ford (TN) Quillen
0O 1818
Messrs. PETE GEREN of Texas,
FLAKE, TAYLOR of Mississippi,

SMITH of Michigan, CRANE, LAZIO,
KYL, and SWIFT changed their vote
from *‘aye’’ to *no.”

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 103-37.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. MFUME

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. MFUME: Strike all after the
resolving clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994,

The Congress determines and declares that
this resolution is the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 1994, including
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
vears 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, as required by
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (as amended by the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990).

SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995,
October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997:

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $1,256,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $1,380,468,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,485,222,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $1,599,487,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,698,470,000,000.
and the amounts by which the aggregate lev-
els of Federal revenues should be increased
are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $0.

Fiscal year 1995: $0.

Fiscal year 1996: $0.

Fiscal year 1997: $0.

Fiscal year 1998: 50.
and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con-
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur-
ance within the recommended levels of Fed-
eral revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $930,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $104.900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $111,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $116,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $122,500,000,000.

(2) The appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: §1,514,503,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $1,558,785,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,598,269,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: §1,641,668,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,717,818,000,000.

(3) The appropriate levels of total budget
outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $1,509,248,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $1,575,134,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $1,598,838,000,000.
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Fiscal year 1997: $1,631,494,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $1,697,622,000,000.

(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1994: — $252,948,000,000.
Fiscal year 1995: — $194,666,000,000.
Fiscal year 1996: —$113,616,000,000.
Fiscal year 1997: — $32,007,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: +3$848,000,000.

(6) The appropriate levels of the public
debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1994: $4,715,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995: $5,076,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996: $5,428,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997: $5,776,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998: $6,141,400,000,000.

(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal
credit activity for the fiscal years beginning
on October 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, October 1,
1995, October 1, 1996, and October 1, 1997, are
as follows:

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New direct
$21,400,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $148,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New direct
$22,100,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $152,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New direct
$32,400,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $145,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New direct

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $137,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New direct
$45,500,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $157,400,000,000.

SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

The Congress determines and declares that
the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, and new secondary locan guarantee
commitments for fiscal years 1994 through
1998 for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $251,644,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $272,646,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $217,809,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $251,334,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $187 464,000,000,

(B) Outlays, $217,525,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $162,060,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $91,582,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $167,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $175,583,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $20,644,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,796,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $14,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $19,894,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,212,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $18,896,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,413,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $18,695,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,003,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998:

{A) New budget authority, $18,492,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,895,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $14,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $18,494,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,988,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $19,456,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,924,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $20,787,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,218,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $21,459,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $20,872,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $21,758,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,163,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $5,311,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,187,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $6,110,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,817,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $6,027,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,751,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $5,975,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,710,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $5,948,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,689,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(6) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $21,605,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,850,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $22.891,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,161,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $22,901,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,161,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $22,875,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,134,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $22,654,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,911,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $15,421,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,728,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$12,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $14,321,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,677,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $13,159,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,568,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$4,800,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $12,145,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,599,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $11,657,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,133,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(T) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 199%4:

(A) New budget authority, $24,443,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,507,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $84,700,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $85,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $21,652,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,969,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $87,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $88,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1996:
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(A) New budget authority, $19,541,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,567,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $89,100,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $91,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $14,321,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$8,499,000,000.

{(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $91,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $94,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$6,557,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $93,300,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $97,000,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $40,689,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,780,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $41,910,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,883,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $43,130,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,987,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $44,351,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $40,090,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $45,572,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $41,194,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $9,535,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $9,352,000,000.
(C) New direct loan obligations,
$2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $2,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $9.263,000,000.

(B) Outlays, §9,085,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,400,000,000.

obligations,
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $9,563,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,472,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $9,657,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,472,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $9,736,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,549,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $3,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $61,153,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $57,010,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $62,212,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $57,997,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $20,000,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $63,653,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $59,340,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$11,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $11,100,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

{A) New budget authority, $65,076,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $61,417,000,000.

(C) New direct loan

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $200,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $68,238,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $64,615,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$24,900,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $100,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $123,719,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $122,648,000,000,

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.
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Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $137,711,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $136,063,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $152,543,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $166,551,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $168,199,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $166,561,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $185,915,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $184,061,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $151,710,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $150,310,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, §176,748,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $172,319,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $189,726,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $188,490,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $207,648,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $207,030,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $228,145,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $227,733,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $210,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $211,337,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $228,870,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $223,554,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, §0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $234,498,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $228,659,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $246,848,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $238,354,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $253,040,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $247,624,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $323,050,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $321,699,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $339,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $338,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $355,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $354,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

{A) New budget authority, $372,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $371,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $390,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $388,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (T00):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $35,454,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,081,000,000.

(C) New  direct loan
$1,700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $36,518,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $38,193,000,000.
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({&] New loan
$1,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $37,227,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $38,935,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,600,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,600,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 199T:

(A) New budget authority, $37,936,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $39,677,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,500,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $38,645,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $40,418,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $19,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, $16,336,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $16,285,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $16,456,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,405,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $16,521,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $16,469,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $16,925,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,872,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $16,987,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,934,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $13,279,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,468,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:
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(A) New budget authority, $13,125,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,521,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $13,257,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,998,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

{A) New budget authority, $13,312,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,023,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $13,512,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $14,057,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $208,713,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $208,713,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, $223,740,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $223,740,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, $236,376,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $236,376,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, $246,186,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $246,186,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 30.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1998:

{A) New budget authority, $258,020,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $258,020,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 19%4:

(A) New budget authority, $0.

(B) Outlays, 50.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, — $5,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 50.
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(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, — $4,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, 30.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, — $5,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $0.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50,

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, - $10,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $0.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 1994:

(A) New budget authority, — $37,437,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$39,137,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, §0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1995:

(A) New budget authority, —$37,900,000,000.

({B) Outlays, — $39,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1996:

(A) New budget authority, —3$38,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $40,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, 30.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

Fiscal year 1997:

(A) New budget authority, — $39,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $40,600,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, 50.

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, — $40,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$41,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. MFUME] will be recognized for 30
minutes, and a Member opposed will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Maryland [Mr. MFUME].
0O 1820

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to the amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. MFUME].

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

My thanks, as a preface to my re-
marks, to the distinguished gentleman
who chairs the Committee on Rules as
well as the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SoLomoON], the ranking minority
member on that committee for making
in order this amendment that we
present this afternoon on behalf of the
Congressional Black Caucus in coali-
tion with the House progressive cau-
cus.

Mr. Chairman, we have come here
today out of a great sense of urgency
and opportunity, a sense of oppor-
tunity because we believe we stand on
the threshold of the dawning of a new
partnership between the executive and
legislative branches of our Govern-
ment, a sense of urgency because the
people whom we serve are desperately
in need of compassion and immediate
action to alleviate the conditions
which so imperil and threaten their
lives.

Since 1981, the Congressional Black
Caucus has developed 10 alternative
budgets. The impetus for those earlier
budgets was a challenge, quite frankly,
from then President Reagan who criti-
cized those who criticized his call for
increases in military spending, tax
breaks to the wealthy, and the slashing
of vital social service programs.

Mr. Chairman, the impetus for the
budget that we now bring before our
colleagues is to respond to the com-
plete failure, as we see it, of previous
business and budget priorities by pre-
vious administrations and to create
also, as we see it, a new and dynamic
approach to mnational fiscal policy
which responds adequately to dramati-
cally changed world conditions.

This budget grows out of the moral
imperative that we, as members of the
Congressional Black Caucus, and our
colleagues in the House progressive
caucus believe must be addressed. This
alternative is motivated by the pain of
those who suffer homelessness, illness
without access to medical care, frus-
trated educational opportunities, the
scourge of drug abuse, the violence
that runs rampant in too many of our
communities, the stagnation of our
economy that has plunged millions
into unemployment and then despair
and then economic marginality.

And so we have worked diligently,
Mr. Chairman, in an abbreviated time-
frame to develop this document which
seeks to find progressive solutions, to
advance the cause of human dignity
and social progress. We do not posture
ourselves today here as an opposition
coalition to the President’s rec-
ommendations or, for that matter, the
recommendations of the House Com-
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mittee on the Budget. Rather, we have
set out what we view as a set of aggres-
sive alternative options for our Nation
and our Nation’s people.

Americans of all races and of all
walks of life have suffered, especially
during the economic decline that we
are so much a part of. The resurgence
in acts of racism and sexism and then
class have forced themselves onto the
front pages of our Nation's press. Our
educational system still fails in many
respects to prepare our children for
their role as citizens and then workers.
Our infrastructure is collapsing and
small businesses desperately cry out
for help. Millions are unserved or un-
derserved by health care systems. And
indeed, Mr. Chairman, we live in a
world and in an era in which parents do
not believe that their children will lead
a better life than they once did.

These children of desperation find
themselves having no recourse and lost
ultimately into the plight and the mis-
ery of drugs and then death and then a
world of violence. And so then we must
find our salvation in responsible and
honest budget proposals that challenge
us as a nation and as a House to face
the future with scourge and with skill
and with compassion.

It is for those people and their par-
ents and their grandparents and the
hardworking and honest men and
women of this Nation that we advance
this alternative to give our view of how
we make their world a safer and more
supportive environment in which to
live,

And in summary, our 1994 budget re-
quest allocates $1.343 trillion in budget
authority. It spends $1.509 trillion in
outlays. It raises $1.256 trillion in reve-
nues, and then reduces the deficit to
$252.9 billion next year and then elimi-
nates the deficit in total by fiscal year
1998.

For the past 12 years, the caucus has
worked hard on these and other budg-
ets. The alternative budget that we
bring before our colleagues today at-
tempts to address the failures of the
past by taking into account the reali-
ties of the present.

To be sure, the Congressional Black
Caucus understands that there contin-
ues to be a great deal of pain and suf-
fering and so this alternative budget
dccument reaches out to the homeless
also and to the uninsured.

This alternative budget seeks to cre-
ate new educational opportunities and
then to replace the courage of drugs
with a sense of hope and compassion to
human needs.

Our alternative does not indicate any
points of opposition to our President.
It simply says that we can do better
and we can, in fact, do more,

0O 1830

Mr. Speaker, when all is said and
done, the budget process and our alter-
native budget has less to do with poli-
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tics than it does with the interests of
the people who are affected by what we
do. The alternative budget we present
is fair. It does not pit one segment of
our society against another. We are
simply concerned that people’s inter-
ests are protected. The only way we
can seek to do that is by being fair and
by being compassionate.

This budget we propose today is not
about taxing and spending. The alter-
native budget is about investing and
then ultimately receiving dividends on
that investment, so we have a choice to
pay now, or in fact we can pay later.

We come this afternoon to challenge
this House, to confront the real prob-
lems of this Nation, and then, after
confronting them, to set and make
them right again. We are not here for
form or fashion, to occupy a place on
this floor, to use time or to posture
ourselves in any other way.

We have come today to argue the
issue of deficits and to argue that those
deficits did not come about mysteri-
ously. They came about through mis-
guided priorities.

We are here to argue also for defense,
but also out of a realistic understand-
ing that the world has changed. The
Warsaw Pact no longer exists. The So-
viet Union is but a memory. The Berlin
Wall has been reduced to a speed bump,
and continued spending of huge
amounts on star wars, B-1's and smart
bombs while other nations are develop-
ing smart minds does not adequately
and honestly deal with the people we
represent.

We believe that small business devel-
opment is absolutely crucial. While
corporate America continues to
downsize and to lay off, it is small
business that continues to step for-
ward. This budget embraces that con-
cept and those individuals. It talks
about housing and moves us in a real
direction.

When the history of this era is writ-
ten, let it not be said that this House
and the Members of this House walked
away from an opportunity to really
bring about change, walked away from
an opportunity, for whatever partisan
political wrangling that we ofttimes
get involved with, but instead, that we
came forward because we were in the
North and the South and the East and
the West, that we were black and
brown and yellow, that we wanted,
with white colleagues and black col-
leagues and people from all sorts of
walks of life, to fashion a document
that we could bring to this House that
we would be proud of, that seeks to
reach out to the people of this Nation,
wherever they may be.

I ask, Mr. Speaker, that Members of
this body give serious consideration to
both the debate and to the challenge.
The challenge is to do more than what
we have come here for, and in doing so,
to make our plight, which is the plight
of the American people, something
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that is manageable and sensible by re-
alistic budget priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that there
is a Member opposed, and we await the
opposition debate. I reserve the balance
of my time, and inquire of the Chair
how much time remains on this side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. MFUME] has 20
minutes remaining.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute and 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I want to take just a
moment to, first of all, compliment the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], and I also, of course, want to pay
deep respect to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MFUME] and the mem-
bers of the Black Caucus.

I can tell the Member that I remem-
ber back just a few years ago when RON
DELLUMS and I would come to the floor
and I would get about 20 votes and he
would get about 21 votes, for we came
here because we believed in things. I
have great respect for the document
that has been put together, because I
do believe it is intellectually honest. I
think it is something that the Mem-
bers have spent time putting together,
defining their priorities, and frankly,
as we cross the aisle and listen to the
debate, there is an awful lot we can
learn from the points that the Mem-
bers make.

I have to say that the Members on
this side of the aisle have graduated
one from their class, the gentleman
from Mississippi, Mike Espy, who
reached across the aisle with Jack
Kemp in the concept of home owner-
ship reform, and now that gentleman,
one of the leaders in the Democratic
conference and in their caucus, is now
a member of the President’s Cabinet.

I come tonight standing in opposi-
tion, but really with deep respect for
what the Members are trying to do. I
just want to commend them for their
commitment and courage for putting
forward a program that they deeply be-
lieve in.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his kind and gra-
cious remarks. I know they are heart-
felt, and certaintly received on this
side in the same way.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the cochair of the House progressive
caucus, the distinguished gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me. I want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME]
and the Black Caucus for the outstand-
ing work they have done, not only this
yvear but for many years, and as the
conscience of America.

Mr. Chairman, the President’s budget
is a very good step forward. But it does
not go far enough.

There are 16 million Americans who
are unemployed or underemployed, and
millions more who work for minimum
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wage. If the economy is recovering we
haven't seen it in Vermont. It is abso-
lutely appropriate for the Congress to
invest in our deteriorating infrastruc-
ture—the roads, bridges, mass trans-
portation, and sewer systems which
have been so long neglected. We must
rebuild America and, in the process,
create hundreds of thousands of decent
paying jobs. That’s the right thing to
do and the alternative budget of the
Black Caucus and the progressive cau-
cus does it more strongly than any
other budget proposal.

Mr. Chairman, it is not acceptable
that 5 million of our children go hun-
gry every day; that American kids
sleep out on the street and lack ade-
quate health care and that the United
States continues to have, by far, the
Highest rate of child poverty in the in-
dustrialized world. Ultimately, a na-
tion will be judged not be the size of
their nuclear arsenal, or by the number
of aircraft carriers they possess—but
by how they treat the weakest and
most vulnerable members of their soci-
ety—their children. The alternative
budget of the Black Caucus and the
progressive caucus provides more sup-
port for the children of America than
any other budget proposal.

Mr. Chairman, this Nation must fi-
nally address the huge deficit crisis
that we face. We must ask the very
richest people in our society, the peo-
ple who made out like bandits during
the 1980’s, to finally start paying their
fair share of taxes. Further, with the
end of the cold war, we no longer need
to spend $130 billion a year defending
Western Europe and Japan. We can cut
military spending substantially. The
alternative budget provides more defi-
cit reduction than the proposal offered
by the budget committee.

Mr. Chairman, now is the time to
show the American people that our
government works for all the people—
not just the wealthy and the powerful.
Now is the time to pass the alternative
budget of the Black Caucus and the
progressive caucus.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to my fellow
freshman Republican, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I am not sure I am here to oppose
the proposal, because in many ways it
is an improvement over what we are
considering to amend. The gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. MFUME] suggested
that some of our problems have devel-
oped because of misplaced priorities. I
totally agree. I think priorities prob-
ably are more important in determin-
ing how we spend our money, rather
than increasing taxes.

I am a farmer from Michigan. For a
moment, let us try to get some of the
tax information out of the mow and
down onto the barn floor where we can
chew at it a little bit.

What is the goal in reducing deficit
spending? I think the goal is to in-
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crease savings in this country. This
country has a smaller percentage of
savings than any of the industrialized
countries of the world. Part of that
savings is a negative savings because of
the overexpenditure of the Federal
Government. Part of it is because we
have become a consumption economy
and we tend not to save, but we have
been encouraged to spend, so part of
the goal of reducing the deficit is to en-
courage the amount of money that is
available for not only spending for a
college education or a new home, but
maybe, most importantly, having that
money available to spend for improv-
ing business and expending business
and buying new machinery and tools
and equipment.

When we increase taxes, what are we
doing? We are reaching into the pocket
of what mostly is savings to reduce
overspending of the Federal Govern-
ment, which is a negative spending. In
effect, if we are going to really end up
with more money that is available to
borrow, we have to reduce spending,
rather than increasing taxes to deal
with the deficit in this country.

I urge my colleagues to consider the
fact that now the Federal Government
spends half of the total savings of the
private sector of the United States of
America because of our overindul-
gence, because of our credit card econ-
omy, and our credit card motivations
that are putting off the burden to fu-
ture generations.

I agree with some of the goals and
some of the aspirations. I would hope
we could realign our priorities to
achieve some of those needed objec-
tives, rather than increase taxes.

0 1840

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Michigan [Miss COLLINS],
a member of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the Congressional Black Caucus al-
ternative budget. This budget dem-
onstrates a true commitment to alle-
viating the human suffering that many
Americans have experienced over the
past 12 years. No longer must we sit
idly by and cringe at the possibility of
the President making an announce-
ment that will take more dollars out of
the home and food off the table.

When you support the Congressional
Black Caucus alternative budget, you
will build upon what is good with the
Clinton Economic Program. Yet, you
will go further in investing in our
human capital.

The disproportionate ratio of defense
spending to domestic investment is
outdated. The CBC alternative will use
our peace dividend and invest in the
programs people really need. This
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package will create jobs, feed children,
and educate our people.

The American people are screaming
for change. Let us hear their cries, and
once again invest in our people and
their institutions. This investment will
stimulate economic growth, and pro-
mote the democratic ideal of human
dignity. We should do no less.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER],
who is a real expert on defense.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I just want to take this time during
these very important budget delibera-
tions to talk a little bit about defense,
because this is one area in which we
are chartered by the Constitution to
provide for the common defense, that is
as Members of Congress to see to it
that we have adequate navies, armies,
and now strategic systems to secure
this country. And I think Members
may not realize what has happened
with respect to defense in this budget-
ing process.

First, George Bush in his 1993
through 1997 budget brought down the
defense budget by $50 billion. He asked
Dick Cheney, he ask Colin Powell,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, to put
together a budget that they thought
will allow for adequate defense and yet
secure much-needed dollars to help re-
duce the deficit, and they came up with
a 350 billion cut.

Now the Democratic budget that will
be offered, the base budget that was of-
fered by the Budget Committee, is
going to pull defense down $112 billion,
actually $127 billion in authority but
$112 billion in outlays below the Bush
budget. So if we add the $112 billion
and the $50 billion in cuts, we are actu-
ally now $162 billion below the base
budget. That is below what we agreed
on in 1990 would be the adequate num-
ber of dollars needed for national de-
fense.

Let me tell you a few things that are
happening in the world right now that
I hope are making the White House
take a second look at the defense budg-
et, and I hope would make Members of
this body take a second look.

First, in the former Soviet Union we
still have four states. That is Russia,
the Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhistan,
which have nuclear weapons. Now theo-
retically these weapons which happen
to be aimed, incidentally, at the United
States and our allies, are still under
the control of the Soviet rocket forces
or the Soviets strategic systems com-
mand. But we are not really sure what
is going to happen with these missiles.
We do not know who has the pink slip
on them. The Ukraine is fighting to re-
tain their missiles so that they have
autonomous control over these mis-
siles, these strategic warheads that can
hit the United States. Mr. Yeltsin now
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has been paralyzed by the hardliners in
Congress. He cannot move. We do not
know what is going to happen. Some
intelligence analysts in the world say
that Mr. Yeltsin will be gone in a few
months. That has been said before, but
nonetheless, this is a very dangerous
situation.

If we move to Bosnia we still are in
a very unstable situation which has a
great opportunity for increased vio-
lence, a great opportunity or a great
possibility that United States forces
may at some time be required to move
and respond. And we have to look at
that situation and realize that we can-
not just walk away from Europe be-
cause the confrontation with the So-
viet Union in Europe seems to be wind-
ing down.

If we go to North Korea, we will see
that the North Koreans just pulled out
of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Trea-
ty. The North Koreans are building nu-
clear systems. And a further danger is
that the North Koreans are building
ICBM's and have ICBM capability to
meet up with those nuclear weapons.
There is a major danger there. They
have a government that is very aggres-
sive.

If we move further into the area of
nuclear proliferation around the world,
we see abut 20 nations that are acquir-
ing ICBM capability. They are acquir-
ing ICBM capability and at the same
time developing, as Libya did, chemi-
cal capability and nuclear capability.

So we are leaving this era of con-
frontation with the Soviet Union, we
think we are leaving this era, but we
are entering into a new era of terror-
ists with high technology. And what we
are doing in this budget, in the Demo-
crat-based budget is we are going far
below and making far deeper cuts than
the cuts that Secretary Aspin as the
chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee advocated.

Let me tell Members what Chairman
Aspin said we ought to do in his so-
called option C. He said we need to
have enough strength to do a couple of
things. We have got to be able to fight
a Desert Storm conflict, and at the
same time have enough left over to
have a contingency operation and also
carry out air operations should North
Korea invade the South.

The Democrat-based budget is $60 bil-
lion below that Aspin level that is
manifested on this chart.

We should vote against the Democrat
budget.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL], a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
you for the opportunity to share the
Black Caucus and Progressive Caucus
views with this august body. It is dif-
ficult in 2 minutes to try to unload the
last 12 years of heavy deficit burden
that has been placed on our shoulders.
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Nevertheless, very few people have
the courage to admit that the only way
we can handle this is cut back spend-
ing, and yes, get beyond the fiscal pol-
icy that exists in “‘read my lips.”

President Clinton has had the cour-
age to state that the only way that we
can do it is increase taxes as we move
forward to cut spending, and always to
remember that unless we have all of
our Americans working and productive
that we are losing not only our com-
petitive edge, but we are losing the
ability to raise revenues. To that end
we have lauded the President’s efforts
and believe that we can do better, and
that we can do more, that we do not
need an energy tax, even though we do
have the earned income tax credit. We
can remove that and start moving to-
ward weatherization, that we do not
have to put caps, remove the expansion
of the Social Security tax from 50 per-
cent to 85 percent, put to do something
that people do not like to do, to say
that we are prepared to increase the
taxes to pay for that.

So what we have done is increase the
individual taxes from 36 to 38 percent,
put a surtax on the corporate tax mak-
ing a combination of $12.2 billion in-
crease, increase the capital gains tax
from 28 percent to 31 percent raising
another $3.5 billion, putting a cap on
mortgage deductions and removing the
$1 million principal that we have,
bringing it to a more realistic $300,000,
taking away the second home deduc-
tion.
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By combining this, what we have
done is reduced the deficit by $15.1 bil-
lion and increased revenue by $23.7 bil-
lion. It is a good way to go, and I thank
the efforts of both the caucuses, Pro-
gressive and Black, for allowing us
once again to present our views to the
House.

Some are attacking the Congressional Black
Caucus budget for its revenue provisions. As
| said in the debate last night the caucus has
generally been ahead of its time when it
comes to tax provisions.

For a long time it pushed the concept that
it made no sense to tax the working poor; and
in the Tax Reform Act of 1986 Congress took
millions of working poor off the tax rolls. Simi-
larly it has been pushing for tax incentives to
deal with social inequities and they have been
recognized in the low-income housing tax
credit and the targeted jobs tax credit that we
applaud are being made permanent in this
proposal.

The caucus has, in every budget it has pre-
sented, called for fiscal responsibility while
being able to address the problems of our Na-
tion that required investment in people now if
we are to avoid the cost of failure in our com-
munities in the future.

The Congressional Black Caucus always
recognized that during the Reagan-Bush years
that the tax system was skewed to help the
rich with the belief their wealth would trickle
down for everyone else. This policy resulted in
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outrageous redistribution of wealth during the
decade and in a failure to invest in our people.
The caucus was always ready to challenge
this empty fiscal policy of “Read my lips.”

The Congressional Black Caucus always
believed, as the American people are now so
clearly indicating, that they are ready to sac-
rifice and redirect their resources to invest in
the future.

The Congressional Black Caucus applauds
the President's budget. It is a major step for-
ward in the investment in our people that we
need so desperately if we are to turn around
the drain on our economy from poverty, drugs,
crime, and despair. But, we and the progres-
sive coalition believe we can do better. We
offer a tax proposal that is more progressive
and is part of the budget that will reduce the
deficit to a level even lower than either the
President's budget or the Budget Committee’s
product while providing comparable, if not
more concentrated, investment in our people.

On taxes, we strongly stand by our time-
honored belief in a more progressive tax code.

That is why we remove the broad-based en-
ergy excise tax. That and do not include ex-
panded taxation of Social Security for retirees
with incomes as low as $25,000. We know
that the increases in the earned income tax
credit, energy assistance, and the food stamps
will provide some cushion, but we know how
bad poor people have had it for the past dec-
ade and we know that these offsets are not
likely to be sufficient to make up for their
losses and the addition of these increases in
energy costs.

We cannot understand why we have to con-
tinue to subsidize luxury housing while so
many are still homeless or ill housed or dou-
bled or tripled up in inner-city apartments.
That is why the Congressional Black Caucus
would drop the limit on the mortgage from $1
million to $300,000 of principle and eliminate
the deduction for second homes.

We are fearful, as many economists are,
that with a higher marginal tax rate for the
well-off that the 28 percent rate for capital
gains will only encourage the gaming and
sheltering that we saw prior to the 1986 re-
form act. Therefore, we would raise the capital
gains rate to 31 percent. There will still be a
differential, but not as great.

We believe that the corporations in the Na-
tion must also pay their fair share and that it
makes sense to keep the top corporate and
individual rates close together. Therefore, the
Congressional Black Caucus proposes to raise
the corporate rate to 38 percent.

| have always been proud of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus budget. In past years we
have found our budget too far away from the
one that comes down from Pennsylvania Ave-
nue. Today, we are pleased that our proposal
and the President’s are so much closer to-
gether in numbers and in spirit. Because we
know that we have to reduce the deficit, cut
the overgrowing burden of interest costs, and
redeploy our assets to win the economic war
of competition by investing in all our people,
including those who have, or are on the verge
of, losing hope if we are to ensure a better
America for all our children.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the distin-
guished whip, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH].
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Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to commend the Congressional Black
Caucus for its serious and intellectu-
ally honest effort to present a budget
alternative.

While I disagree with the details of
this budget, I want to affirm that there
is no problem in America more impor-
tant than saving the inner city, no
problem in America more important
than addressing the concerns of the
poorest and neediest of Americans.

I look forward very much to working
with this reinvigorated and expanded
Black Caucus in finding some common
and bipartisan efforts to truly help the
neediest of Americans.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York,

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I would
like the RECORD to indicate that in the
past where there have been programs
targeted to help the poor and the
homeless that the gentleman from
Georgia has been cooperative, and we
in the caucus look forward to any way
that we can work together starting
today.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE], a distinguished
member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, the first time since the end
of the cold war our country will be al-
lowed to make significant reductions
in our national defense budget, finally
realizing the elusive peace dividend.

There is a national consensus that we
have an obligation to place most of the
savings to take better care of our do-
mestic needs by stimulating the econ-
omy, creating jobs, and reducing the
national debt. But, at the same time,
the Congressional Black Caucus takes
the strong position that we also have
an obligation to right the wrongs of
this same cold war, problems that were
created in Africa.

Looking at Somalia as a perfect ex-
ample, no guns are manufactured in
Somalia, but there are more guns in
Somalia than any country in the world
per person. We say that African coun-
tries were used as pawns by both the
United States and the former Soviet
Union in the cold war. In some coun-
tries, the two world powers switched
alliances, like in Somalia, as some col-
leges switch basketball coaches.

We have a moral obligation as Amer-
icans who have always stood for fair-
ness and humanitarian values to do the
right thing now.

We support the reauthorization of
the $100 million flexible fund for the
Africa Relief, Rehabilitation, and Re-
covery Fund, also the United Nations
peacekeeping and peacemaking, and
the United Nations specialized agencies
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like UNICEF, UNHCR, and UNDP
which will also require additional sup-
port. The United States should pay up
all of its back dues.

We finally request that the African
Development Fund receive $1 billion
for fiscal year 1994, an increase of $200
million. This is an investment in the
future in sustainable development for
an environmentally free African con-
tinent. America can do no less.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I came to Washington 12 years ago with
Ronald Reagan.

After 4 years of having liberal Demo-
crats control both Houses of Congress
and the Presidency, our country was
left with the highest interest rates and
the highest inflation in this century.
We had higher unemployment rates
and a negative growth rate than what
we have today.

As we set out to clean up the mess,
all we heard for the last 12 years was
carping and nitpicking from the lib-
erals who put us in the hole in the first
place. Over and over again, our pro-
gram of low taxes and deregulation and
controlled spending was ridiculed as
trickle-down economics.

No matter how the liberals want to
rewrite history, the 1980’s resulted in
at least moderate improvement in the
well-being of Americans at every in-
come level. That is because they were
focusing on job creation in the private
sector, on rewarding hard work and in-
vestment, and on relieving the econ-
omy-killing tax and regulatory burden
on the people. Almost 20 million new
jobs were created with low inflation,
low interest rates, and decreasing un-
employment. We killed the stagnation
monster created by the irresponsibility
of the Democrats.

By the way, all the liberals and left-
ist professors who claimed the Reagan
vears were so bad have intentionally
put the last 2 years of the Carter ad-
ministration into their calculations of
how they analyzed the Reagan years.
Those years were so bad that they
would drag down any analysis of what
the Reagan years are all about.

Yes, the deficit did go up under the
Reagan years, but let me say that had
the same economic figures and the
same economic trends that continued
during the Carter years, had it contin-
ued during the Reagan years, we would
have had a much higher deficit much
earlier on.

Well, now the liberal spenders have
again captured control of both Houses
of Congress and the Presidency. What
do they propose to do? Enact the larg-
est tax increase in American history,
and they promised not to hit the mid-
dle class, and now they propose to clob-
ber the middle class and everybody
else.
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In 1990 these very same liberal Demo-
crats pressured George Bush into a tax
increase in the name of scaling back
spending. Well, the spending was never
scaled back. I predicted then it would
knock the legs out from under the
economy and throw people out of work
and result in a higher, instead of lower,
deficit. That is exactly what happened,
and George Bush lost his Presidency in
the process.

Incredibly, the economic hardship
created by their last tax increase is
now being used to justify another tax
increase and a further increase in
spending which they call stimulus
spending—1990 was really the end of
the Reagan economic era.

Today, however, we make it official.
This budget makes it official. They are
back in control, and I predict the econ-
omy is going down, and they are going
to have to take credit for it.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG], a fellow freshman.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to register my opposition
to the $16.2 billion so-called stimulus
package that the House will vote on
today. This package will add $16.2 bil-
lion to the deficit at a time when
Americans want the deficit cut.

I would like to point out some of the
items in this appropriations package.
These items do not constitute an emer-
gency and they will not create jobs—
$28 million to forgive D.C.'s budget def-
icit; $117 million for the National Insti-
tute on Standards and Technology; $22
million for historical preservation; $23
million to promote a green agenda; $28
million for alternative fuel wvehicles;
$148 million to the IRS for new equip-
ment; and $38 million for buildings at
the Agricultural Research Service.

The list goes on the on. This package
is full of pork to pay off political con-
stituencies. Everyone gets something.
Everyone except the American tax-
payer who gets stuck with the bill.

The administration claims that this
stimulus package, which will cost $30
billion when the tax incentives are
added, will create 500,000 jobs. Even if
this were true, each job is costing
$60,000. This is ridiculous when the pri-
vate sector can create a job for $40,000.
And the truth is that this deficit
spending program combined with the
Democrat tax hikes will destroy more
jobs in the private sector than it will
create in the Government sector.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to my fellow
freshman, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BONILLA].

0 1800

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day I brought my 7-year-old daughter,
Alicia, to the floor with me when I
voted. Looking at her optimistic face,
it troubles me to think that Congress
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is running up massive expenses that
will burden her 20 years from now when
she is starting her family and career.

Think about it—today’s purchases
will be tomorrow's headaches for your
children and mine.

Is it not ironic that our voting cards
are about the same size as a credit
card. The spend now, pay later credit
card addiction runs rampant in Con-
gress. Members of Congress just insert
their cards in a slot and run up the Na-
tion’s bills without worrying about
paying for them right now.

But eventually someone will have to
pay these bills.

Today we will be voting on a budget
which promises deficit reduction but
delivers debt. I urge my colleagues to
think about the future happiness of our
children and the future strength of our
country when they vote today.

Let us not use our voting cards as
credit cards to run up the Federal defi-
cit. Let us be responsible and vote
against this budget.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, like many of the Re-
publicans, I admire the Black Caucus
budget. Unlike them, I plan also to
vote for it. The caucus has done the
best job, it seems to me, of any of the
budgets presented to us in allocating
spending according to where it ought
to go. No budget is perfect. There are
elements of this I would disagree with;
when specific implementation came
forward, I would vote against one or
two pieces. But overall they have done
the best job in saying that the victory
of the United States in the cold war
frees up substantial resources for us to
use elsewhere.

They correctly point out that many
of those resources in the first instance
should go to easing the pain and transi-
tion of those who have served this
country. The Black Caucus budget
deals very well with the short-term
problem of those who will be disadvan-
taged, but it does by far the best job of
taking advantage over the longer term
of providing funds where we need them:
Clean water, housing, et cetera. In the
United States this is the best budget
for putting the resources where they
need to be. If it fails, I will be pleased
to vote for the second best budget, but
this is the best one today.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the Black Caucus, and I also agree that
they have made an effort. Let me talk
about a few areas that I would totally
disagree, as a businessperson.
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I was at Miramar Naval Air Station
just 2 weeks ago, and a young man
came up to me, he was a pilot. He said,
“DUKE, I am an American; I am not an
African-American. I want to explain to
you why. I was an enlisted man, and I
worked real hard in the Navy and the
officers noticed me and they recognized
me for the officer program. I worked
hard in the officer program, and they
elected me to go to pilot training.” He
is now a young pilot.

Many of the young men and women
that serve in our military forces today
receive an education by far better than
they would in any vocational school
that exists in this country today, bet-
ter than you would from any conver-
sion dollars that you will use today.

I think when you cut the military,
you also cut the minority programs.
Last week, two of our Democratic Sen-
ators from the State of California
stood up and said, “We don’'t want any
of our bases to be closed. It impacts
our economy too much.” But those
same two Senators 3 days ago voted to
cut $127 billion from the defense pro-
grams. You cannot have it both ways.
What we need to take a look at, I
think, is a balanced defense program
that not only aids the military but de-
fends this country and at the same
time provides those programs for the
inner city. I want to remind the gen-
tleman from the other side that the
29th of March is the anniversary of the
Los Angeles riots. If we really want to
do something, we need to come up and
get some programs that affect those
areas.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS].

Mr. TOWNS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my good
friend, the gentlemen from California
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] that this budget
deals with the Los Angeles riots. That
is what this budget is all about. It
deals with the problems in terms of
what happened in Los Angeles.

Mr. Chairman, over the past 12 years,
America has been gutted. The inner
cities and rural areas have been deci-
mated by Government policies which
taxed the middle class and gave the
rich tax breaks. The scheme bank-
rupted America, destroyed the spirit of
this country for millions of her people,
and created a culture of greed and ex-
pediency which continues to eat away
at the foundations of this country. It is
time to rebuild America and place the
firm foundation of the American dream
in every heart. The CBC alternative
budget is the only measure which can
do this.

Our budget provides meaningful eco-
nomic opportunities for those citizens
who are able and willing to work, own
and become active participants in the
economic life of our country. It pro-
vides a helping hand to those who have
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been displaced by changes in the civil-
ian economy or the military atmos-
phere. It is a sane and humane response
to the deeply entrenched and long-
standing problems in this Nation.

It is in this budget alternative that
their hopes can be made real and their
dreams can be given a chance. It is in
this budget to rebuild America and pro-
vide hope and a change to people who
have struggled with unbearable hard-
ships for 12 long years but who refuse
to go away and be forgotten. It is in
their names that we offer this budget
to rebuild their hopes and give their
lives and dreams a chance. It is only
through this kind of intense infusion of
assistance and revenue raising that we
can begin to heal the economic hemor-
rhage that has sapped the lifeblood
from every artery in this country.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR.
BURTON OF INDIANA

The clerk read as follows:

Mr. BURTON of Indiana moves that the
committee do now rise and report the resolu-
tion back to the House with the rec-

ommendation that resolving clause be
stricken.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] will be rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr, Chair-
man, as I understand it, it is 5 minutes
on each side, is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I apologize for interrupting the
proceedings, but we have a very impor-
tant reason for doing that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
BENTLEY].

Mrs. BENTLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.
First, I want to applaud my colleague,
the distinguished gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MFUME], who has spo-
ken so eloquently in behalf of the
Black Caucus alternative. Because of
my deep respect for him and his beliefs,
I wish I could go along with it. How-
ever, as I understand it, this alter-
native calls for substantial hike in
taxes.

Mr. Chairman, somewhere along the
line many Members in this House are
forgetting that the American Revolu-
tion was kicked off as a result of taxes,
more specifically taxes without rep-
resentation.

For example, Mr. BURTON and I were
prevented from bringing our plans,
which are parallel, because they call
for a flat freeze of all Federal expendi-
tures plus 2-percent increase across the
board. This combination would balance
the budget by the year 2000 without
any increase in taxes of any kind, and
that would help not only those areas
that the Black Caucus want to boost as
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well as all America, again without rais-
ing taxes.

The only real difference between Mr.
BURTON's and mine is that I included
reconciliation language instructing the
Committee of the Whole to reduce
what the budget experts say was nec-
essary, the expenditures, by $17.1 bil-
lion.
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I wanted that so it could be seen by
everybody that the budget process was
taken out of the back rooms and on to
C-SPAN for the public to see. This is
the only time the whole budget would
be in front of Congress and all Members
should be allowed to offer their alter-
natives, to offer specific budget cuts.

That is the way it should be, in my opinion.

An example. | would cite the efforts of many
people to cut the honey subsidy, but the mer-
its of that subsidy should be weighed against
everyone else's—in one forum, in one discus-
sion.

When production line workers from McDon-
nell-Douglas lose their jobs to DOD cuts,
these workers have a right to know why. If we
show them that their paychecks are being
taken away so that others can receive sub-
sidies of one kind or another, these workers
will understand what is going on.

That is honesty. We owe them that.

We all need a chance to have more than an
up or down vote. | could not support the Ka-
sich program because my constituents are im-
pacted by cutting Amtrak and the Federal
workers would be treated unfairly. | wanted to
offer amendments, but no rifle shot amend-
ments were made in order.

During the discussion on the rule, Mr. BEIL-
ENSON made reference to the fact that some of
the proposed amendments would have taken
much time on the floor, and the Rules Com-
mittee nixed them.

| think the majority was wrong. | believe the
country does want to see honey subsidies, de-
fense, and highways debated. In my opinion,
last year's election was a referendum on
opening up the process.

Since | first proposed an across-the-board
freeze in 1988, | have talked to many people,
from farmers to seniors to veterans to Federal
workers. They all say the same thing: “The
budget should not be balanced on my back
alone."” All of them have been willing to shoul-
der the burden—if everyone else also does.

Equity, and equity alone, should drive the
budget talks.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for her
kind comments.

Let me just say that we have not had
the luxury of bringing our freeze plus 2
percent to the floor for a vote because
the Rules Committee would not allow
it; so what we have had to do all day
long is find a way to bring this to the
floor so that people could vote up or
down whether or not they want a freeze
plus 2 percent, which will get us to a
balanced budget by the year 2000 with-
out a tax increase.

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that our
program will not hit the COLA’s of sen-

ior citizens on Social Security or Fed-
eral employees or military retirees. It
is a program that will work under the
2 percent cap, and we can get to a bal-
anced budget without the $402 billion
in tax increases that President Clinton
wants and it will do the job.

The only problem is, it pinches some
toes. The American people are willing
to sacrifice, but they do not want to
spend more taxes. They want us to
take a meat cleaver to spending. This
is the way to do it.

My colleagues, we will be having a
vote on this, so if you are for the freeze
plus 2 percent instead of these huge tax
increases, I hope you will support the
Bentley-Burton proposal.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, obviously I
rise in opposition to the motion. We
are proceeding with the debate. We in-
tend to move to the conclusion of the
budget resolution this evening.

I would urge Members to vote ‘‘no”
on the Burton motion.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME].

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
rise in support of the position enun-
ciated just a moment ago by the chair-
man of the Budget Committee.

We believe that striking the enacting
clause of this bill is the wrong thing to
do. It has been an orderly process. We
hope to continue that way.

We recognize there are diverse and
oftentimes clashing differences on the
budget that have been before us, both
this budget proposal and the two pre-
ceding ones, but we believe quite
frankly that to strike the enacting
clause is the wrong thing to do and
would urge Members to resist the gen-
tleman’'s motion.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion offered by the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 122, noes 302,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 83]
AYES—122

Allard Boehner Diaz-Balart
Archer Burton Doolittle
Armey Buyer Dornan
Bachus (AL) Callahan Dreter
Baker (CA) Canady Duncan
Baker (LA) Castle Dunn
Ballenger Coble Emerson
Barrett (NE) Collins (GA) Everett
Bartlett Combest Ewing
Bateman Cox Fawell
Bentley Crane Fields (TX)
Bilirakis Crapo Fowler
Blute Cunningham Franks (CT)
Boehlert DeLay Franks (NJ)
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Gallegly
Gallo

Gekas
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goss

Grams
Greenwood
Hancock
Hefley
Herger
Hoekstra
Horn
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inglis
Inhofe
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kim

King
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kyl

Lazio

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (N.J)
Andrews (TX)
Applegate
Bacchus (FL)
Baesler
Barcia
Barlow
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bishop
Blackwell
Bliley
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Byrne
Calvert
Camp
Cantwell
Cardin

Carr
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL}
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
de Lugo (VI)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks

Leach
Levy
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Machtley
Manzullo
McCandless
McCollum
McHugh
Melnnis
McKeon
Meyers
Michel
Moorhead
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Quinn
Ramstad
Ravenel
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher

NOES—302

Dingell
Dixon

Dooley
Durbin
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo

Evans

Fazio

Fields (LA)
Filner
Fingerhut

Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Grandy
Green
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamburg
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoke
Holden
Houghton
Hoyer
Hughes
Hutto

Hyde

Inslee
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (8D)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
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Ros-Lehtinen
Roth

Royce
Santorum
Saxton
Schaefer
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sundquist
Talent
Thomas (WY)
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Weldon
Williams
Wolf
Young (AK)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Klug
Kolbe
Kopetski
Kreidler
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewlis (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Mann
Manton
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCrery
MecCurdy
McDade
MeDermott
McHale
McKinney
McMillan
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Nadler
Natcher
Neal (MA)
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Neal (NC) Rowland Stupak
Norton (DC) Roybal-Allard Swett
Oberstar Rush Swift
Obey Sabo Synar
Olver Sanders Tanner
Ortiz Sangmeister Tauzin
Orton Sarpalius Taylor (MS)
Owens Sawyer Tejeda
Pallone Schenk Thomas (CA)
Parker Schiff Thornton
Pastor Schroeder Thurman
Payne (NJ) Schumer Torres
Payne (VA) Scott Torricelli
Pelosi Sensenbrenner Towns
Penny Serrano Traficant
Peterson (FL) Sharp Tucker
Peterson (MN) Shaw Underwood (GU)
Pickett Shays Unsoeld
Pickle Shepherd Valentine
Pomeroy Shuster Velazquez
Porter Sisisky Vento
Poshard Skaggs Visclosky
Price (NC) Skeen Volkmer
Pryce (OH) Skelton Walsh
Rahall Slattery Waters
Rangel Slaughter Watt
Reed Smith (IA) Wheat
Regula Smith (OR) Whitten
Reynolds Snowe Wilson
Richardson Spratt Wise
Ridge Stark Woolsey
Roemer Stenholm Wyden
Rose Stokes Wynn
Rostenkowski Strickland Yates
Roukema Studds Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—I11

Clinger Maloney Taylor (NC)
Faleomavaega Myers Washington

(AB) Quillen Waxman
Ford (TN) Romero-Barcelo
Henry (PR)
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Mr. PORTER and Mr. MILLER of
California changed their vote from

Jlayel‘ to l(no‘lv
Messrs. ZELIFF, ROTH, THOMAS of
Wyoming, MCINNIS, EMERSON,

STUMP, McCANDLESS, PAXON, DOR-
NAN, STEARNS, GALLEGLY, COBLE,
and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas changed
their vote from “no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the preferential motion was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, would it
be a violation of the rules of the House
to characterize a Member as petulant
and puerile for continuing to call a se-
ries of unnecessary rollcall votes to in-
terrupt the business of this House and
the orderly debate?

The CHAIRMAN.
state that that is
liamentary inquiry.

The Chair would announce that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has
11 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME]
has 9%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to congratulate first the
Black Caucus for coming up with a
budget. Having been a freshman mem-

The Chair would
not a proper par-
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ber of the Committee on the Budget. I
know how hard it is to put a budget to-
gether. I hope their budget gets much
more respect from their side of the
aisle than our budget did.

Mr. Chairman, in my district in
southwest Florida where we have a
large number of retirees and small
businesses, my constituents have said,
“DAN, we are willing to make a sac-
rifice, we are willing to contribute, but
we want to make sure the Government
does their fair share first.”

Mr. Chairman, that is the basic prob-
lem with this plan and the next plan
we are going to be voting on. This plan
asks for the people to give now and the
Government is going to sacrifice some
years in the future, maybe in the 104th
Congress or the 105th Congress, when
many of the Members in this room will
not even be here. That is when they are
going to sacrifice.

Mr, Chairman, that is the problem
with this plan, that it does not have
spending now and spending first.

The other problem is when we talk
about jobs and the economy and stimu-
lating the economy, I do know a little
bit about that as a businessman and a
former college professor in business
school. What that tells me is I do not
understand what economic theory tells
you that more taxes generate jobs and
stimulates an economy.
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Basic Economics 101 tells us more
taxes has that reverse effect. In fact,
some studies have been out. DRI-
McGraw Hill predicts in 1997-98 more
than 700,000 jobs will be lost as a result
of the fiscal drag due to the tax in-
creases in the Clinton plan. And this
plan is even worse. This plan raises
taxes by $421 billion more than the
Clinton plan. It increases spending by
$141 billion more on the domestic side.

The Goldman Sachs report says the
same thing. Taxing income reduces
work effort and will yield less revenue
than expected.

The people in Florida in my district
are saying, “We need to cut the spend-
ing first.” That is the best way to
stimulate the economy, not by raising
taxes now and spending at some future
date.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. BER-
MAN].

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Congressional Black
Caucus budget, with particular appre-
ciation for the way they dealt with
function 150.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to commend the spon-
sors of the Congressional Black Caucus budg-
et for what | view as innovative, farseeing ap-
proaches to a number of our national chal-
lenges.

Specific among these is the Caucus budg-
et's proposal for international affairs—function
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150. The CBC budget allows prudent but
needed increases for the function, to fund criti-
cal national needs in peacekeeping and devel-
opment aid.

In the development assistance area, the
CBC budget includes much-needed increases
for the Africa Development Fund. This is con-
sistent with campaigns that | have participated
in in years past to restore and maintain the
ADF account at $1 billion.

In doing this, the CBC budget's authors
have recognized the fundamental reality of our
changing definition of national security. For-
eign aid, which accounts for less than 1 per
cent of our Federal budget, is a priceless in-
vestment providing huge returns to the Amer-
ican public.

Foreign aid is in our political interest. Eco-
nomic security contributes to political stability
and a world that is safer for our children. U.S.
development assistance is a vital tool to help
children escape disease, starvation, and the
ravages of epidemics.

Foreign aid is also our economic imerest.
By the year 2000 four out of five consumers
will reside in developing nations. These coun-
tries already provide markets for more than
$128 billion, or 30 percent, of U.S. exports,
supporting over a million American jobs. With-
out sustained economic growth, the purchas-
ing power of the developing world will decline.
Economic assistance increases the effective
demand of foreign markets.

Bilateral foreign aid is cheap: less than one
percent of the total Federal budget and a frac-
tion of a percent of GNP. Foreign aid has also
taken more than its share of budget cuts dur-
ing the Gramm-Rudman years, slashed from a
total of over $19 billion to $15.8 billion since
fiscal year 1985.

| may have one or two problems with other
areas of the CBC budget but, as | indicated,
| commend its authors for their constructive
approach on international affairs. | intend to
vote for their substitute, and urge like-minded
Members to join me.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL-
LER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this budget
presented by the Black Caucus, a real
investment for America’s children and
America's families and urge its pas-
sage.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. HAM-
BURG].

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to support the budget as presented by
the Black Caucus and the Progressive
Caucus.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from the Virgin Islands [Mr.
DE Luco].

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the proposal of the
Black Caucus and commend them for a
proposal well thought out and a real
investment in our country.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
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gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
CLYBURN].

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this budget.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the chairman of the Black
Caucus for the tremendous job that he
has done on this budget and rise in
strong support of the budget.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CONYERS].

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, the re-
jection of the motion to strike all after
the enacting clause was a very signifi-
cant vote in that it showed a new atti-
tude that now is sweeping through this
Chamber with regard to this very im-
portant budget proposal, which follows
a tradition of a dozen Congressional
Black Caucus budgets that have been a
part of this debate for as many years.

And I think that it is very appro-
priate that we notice that tonight this
caucus is joined by yet another caucus
in support.

We notice that the Members on the
other side of the aisle have approached
with the same conviction and serious-
ness and inquiry into the Congressional
Black Caucus budget that the Members
who put it together have, and I want to
sincerely compliment those Members
who have taken the time to examine
our budget. I hope that they will join
us in a vote.

In addition, we have a complemen-
tary staff report from the Committee
on Government Operations that justi-
fies the increased military reductions
and the increased spending on the do-
mestic side, because we have $310 bil-
lion of existing cuts that can be made
due to inefficiency and waste. The Vice
President of this Nation is heading the
task force to reinvent Government in
that respect.

I would urge that everyone consider
this budget in as careful a way as they
can, because it is my belief that this
budget will soon be the budget that we
will test the will of the American peo-
ple to turn this Federal Government
around.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to my fellow
freshman, the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I have in my hand here a
copy of a one-page pictorial essay from
Reader’s Digest, January 1993. What it
does is to rate the moral and ethical
standards of several groups of people in
our country:

Small business owners, 64 percent; journal-
ists, big surprise, 39 percent; business execu-
tives, 31 percent; lawyer, 25 percent; Member
of Congress, 19 percent.

Nineteen percent of the people in the
country think that Members of Con-
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gress have acceptable moral and eth-
nical standards. I ask a question rel-
ative to the two votes that we are
shortly going to make. Do my col-
leagues really believe that those voters
out there, only 19 percent of whom be-
lieve that Congress has acceptable
moral and ethnical standards, really
want this Congress to take their
money and spend it for them?

I ask my colleagues to respect the in-
telligence, the wishes of the American
people and please leave the money in
the private sector where it will create
jobs, real jobs and wealth. Honor their
evaluation and the vote that they are
making for what we ought to do in
these next two votes.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI]

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Black Caucus val-
ues-based budget and compliment the
gentleman for bringing this excellent
product to the floor.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this is
the first honest Presidential budget in
12 years. This amendment builds on
that budget. It recognizes that while
we must get the deficit under control,
we must also get our economy in order.

We are investing in our public infra-
structure at one-half the rate of our
competitors. Private investment has
decreased from 10 percent in the 1960’s
to 3 percent.

Our productivity is increasing at one-
sixth the Japanese rate.

The President’s budget starts us on
the road to rebuilding our economy by
investing in our country. This amend-
ment recognizes that with the elimi-
nation of the Soviet military threat,
we can do much more by shifting sig-
nificant funding from defense to human
infrastructure development.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM].

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, first
let me congratulate the Black Caucus
and also my colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KaAsicH] for a job well
done in presenting some alternatives to
this body. I wish we could have more of
these kinds of elaborate debates and
have the House work its will on a lot of
other issues.

The reason I am coming here is be-
cause this package is being called a lot
of things.

We heard in the Committee on Ways
and Means that the real problem here
and the real problem for this change
that we want in this bill is because this
has been a jobless recovery. I cannot
tell my colleagues the number of times
I have heard the President and Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle say that
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this has been a jobless recovery. We
need to do something about creating
jobs in America. We can have all this
growth, as we did in the 1980's, but did
not create job growth that we need.

O 1950

This recovery is not a job growth
kind of recovery. We are going to pass
this package to create jobs.

Mr. Chairman, I want the Members
to hear this, The administration’s own
numbers, their own numbers on unem-
ployment over the next 5 years, look at
them. We will be happy to give them to
the Members.

By 1996, 1997, and 1998 and every year
in between, the difference between
their own projections, and Mr. Chair-
man, I agree that this is a bit of a
laughing matter if we look at the dif-
ference between what will happen with
the unemployment rate under the ad-
ministration’s own projections, be-
tween whether we pass this package
and whether we do not.

In 1997, under the administration’s
own projections, the unemployment
rate, if we do nothing today, if we do
not change America, will be 5.8 per-
cent. Under the plan, if the plan passes,
do Members know what the unemploy-
ment rate will be, the dramatic growth
of unemployment in America? Under
their own projections, 5.7 percent, one-
tenth of 1 percent.

This does not just apply to 1997. Look
for every year in between, the same
thing; 1-percent, one-tenth of 1 percent
difference in growth of an employment.
That, to me, to go and raise taxes a
quarter of a trillion dollars over 5
years for one-tenth of 1 percent, is not
a dramatic change in America.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the distinguished gentlewoman from
Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS].

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I, like many of my colleagues, am
very pleased that the President has
submitted a budget that pays more
than lip service to the needs of Ameri-
cans, both poor and not so poor. I ap-
plaud his efforts, but I must say that
the various budget proposals that have
been debated on the floor of this body
thus far have fallen short of the needs
of my constituents who have been ig-
nored by past administrations for far
too long. The Congressional Black Cau-
cus and Progressive Caucus alternative
budget addresses these concerns.

For example, the CBC and Progres-
sive Caucus budget increases the fund-
ing for several important programs in-
cluding community development banks
and the Community Reinvestment Act.
Banks like Chicago's South Shore
Bank and programs like the women’s
self employment project have shown
the world that people can provide for
themselves if given the opportunity
through good lending programs. These
initiatives provide entrepreneurial-
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thinking low income citizens the abil-
ity to get capital to start businesses
that will create for themselves and
others a way out of poverty. I can
think of no better way to invest in the
future of America than to tap the po-
tential that is dormant today among
the poor of our country.

Further, the CBC budget puts a pre-
mium on education and training. It
provides $2 billion more in funding for
the Pell Grant Program, specifically to
raise maximum grant awards from
$2,300 to $3,000. This change brings this
program a little closer to the reality of
cecllege costs in 1993 which, as any of
you with children can appreciate, have
grown dramatically. The importance of
this program cannot be overstated.
Pell grants are a major way that we
ensure that the hope of a better life ex-
ists for children growing up poor in
America.

This budget provides $2.4 billion in
funding for substance abuse prevention
and treatment. Drug-related crime is
rampant in America in spite of what
those of you who would end the Select
Committee on Narcotics might think.
Any budget we approve must provide
for funds to tackle this very difficult
problem. In some areas of the Seventh
Congressional District there is the con-
stant late night drug trafficking. Every
recognized authority on the subject has
pointed to the need for more treatment
sources, and for the targeting of our re-
sources on hard to reach and at risk
populations as well as increased law
enforcement. The CBC alternative pro-
vides for both.

Additional funds for transportation,
community development block grants,
and other infrastructure-building pro-
grams will shore up our physical com-
munities while they provide needed
jobs to fan the flames of the economic
recovery which have only just begun to
burn.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased today
that the Congressional Black Caucus
and the Progressive Caucus have of-
fered this alternative. At some point
we must focus on the social and eco-
nomic disasters that our cities and
communities have come to resemble. If
not today, when? I urge my colleagues
to support this reasoned and principled
alternative budget proposal.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. TUCKER].

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I over-
whelmingly and unequivocally rise in
support of the alternative budget that
has been propounded by the CBC, the
Congressional Black Caucus, and the
Progressive Caucus.

As a new Member of Congress, I am
enlightened by the fact that in this
year if the President’s budget proposal
passes, we will fully fund Head Start.
However, it has been edifying to me to
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know that years ago the Congressional
Black Caucus had the vision to fully
fund Head Start through its alter-
native budget proposals.

It is enlightening to all of us to know
that Members like the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] and the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME]
and the gentlewoman from Illinois
[Mrs. CoLLINS] and many others have
the vision that this country has needed
for so long to do what is morally right.

When I hear people talk on the other
side of the aisle about what is morally
right, and then they talk about raising
taxes, and when they raised taxes for 12
years but the taxes they raised never
trickled down to the people who needed
them, then I understand that they do
not understand the meaning of moral-
ity.

Mr. Chairman, this budget may not
pass tonight, but one day the fruits of
its morality will be reaped.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would ask the gentleman how
many more speakers he has remaining.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I have
two speakers remaining, but under the
rule I reserve the right to close debate.
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to con-
clude by saying that I congratulate the
Black Caucus for bringing the issue up
of this particular budget proposal. It
brings up issues that are very impor-
tant to us, of inner city problems and
minority problems, and I think that
need to be brought up.

In my district in Florida, which is
mainly a retiree district, we have dif-
ferent issues and problems. I think it is
important that we have had this dia-
log, and I congratulate them,

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. REYN-
OLDS].

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Congressional
Black Caucus substitute.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
WATT].

Mr. WATT. Mr. Chairman, I specifi-
cally rise to support the alternative
budget, but also specifically to respond
to the two gentlemen from California,
one of whom was kind enough to re-
mind us that there is a provision in the
Constitution that requires us to pro-
vide for the common defense, and the
other of whom was kind enough to tell
us the reasons we had riots in Los An-
geles.

I want to remind them that there is
in the same sense in the Constitution a
requirement that we ensure domestic
tranquility and promote the general
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welfare. We will have difficulty doing
that if the disparity between the rich
and the poor continues to grow.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, to close
debate, I yield my remaining time to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] is rec-
ognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-
pliment the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. MFUME] for his efforts, and thank
him very much for giving me the privi-
lege to close this debate.

Mr. Chairman, on more than one oc-
casion I have stood either in the well of
the House or in this place to suggest to
all of my colleagues that the most im-
portant function in which we can en-
gage is the business of establishing the
national budget of this country, be-
cause the national budget in a very
powerful and profound way reflects our
values, our principles, and ultimately,
our priorities.

It is thus against that backdrop, Mr.
Chairman, that I rise with a great
sense of pride and purpose to embrace
and wholeheartedly support the budget
articulated by my colleagues in the
Congressional Black Caucus and the
progressive caucus, because it speaks
to the highest and the best in us. It is
a budget based on courage, boldness,
vision, dignity, and integrity.

It is rooted in two realities: on the
one hand, the reality that the cold war
is over, the Berlin Wall is down, and
the Soviet Union has disintegrated;
and the second reality, that our people
are suffering in unprecedented terms,
and we have a moral and intellectual, a
political and economic obligation to
address that human misery.

This budget is also rooted in the re-
ality of conversion which ultimately,
in the long term, will speak to the best
of this Nation; fiscal conversion, on the
one hand, allowing us to convert from
spending billions and billions of dollars
building a monument to military mad-
ness, on the one hand, to begin to ad-
dress the myriad social problems of our
fellow human beings on the other.

0 2000

The military budget is capital inten-
sive; the nonmilitary budget is labor
intensive. Therefore, this budget has
stated in clear and unequivocal terms
that the extent to which you address
the problems of the poor, the hungry,
the malnourished, the underemployed,
the undereducated, the infirm and the
senior citizens of our society that you
simultaneously, first, address social
problems, and second, generate em-
ployment.

It is also rooted in the reality of
structural conversion. How do we real-
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ly convert from B-2 bombers to mass
transit systems? How do we move from
building weapons of destruction that
we no longer need to enhance the qual-
ity of human life?

Mr. Chairman, my distinguished col-
leagues of the Congressional Black
Caucus and the progressive caucus
challenge each and every one of us here
to the highest and the best that is in
us, This moment is above politics. This
moment should be beyond partisanship.
This moment should be above paro-
chialism. This moment should be root-
ed in principle, in dignity and integ-
rity. And the extent to which you agree
with me is the extent to which you will
join my distinguished colleagues who
have presented an extraordinary pro-
posal to you to challenge us to our
highest and our best.

I thank my colleague for this mag-
nificent opportunity.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
MFUME].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 87, noes 335,
answered ‘‘present” 5, not voting 8, as
follows:

[Roll No. 84]

AYES—87
Abercrombie Green Rahall
Andrews (ME) Gutierrez Rangel
Becerra Hamburg Reynolds
Berman Hastings Richardson
Bishop Hilliard Roybal-Allard
Blackwell Hinchey Rush
Bonior Jacobs Sanders
Brown (CA) Jefferson Schroeder
Brown (FL) Johnson, E. B. Scott
Clay Kennedy Serrano
Clayton Kopetski Stark
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Stokes
Collins (IL) Markey Torres
Collins (MI) McDermott Towns
Conyers McKinney Tucker
Coyne Meek Underwood (GU)
de Lugo (VI) Mfume Unsoeld
DeFazio Miller (CA) Velazquez
Dellums Mineta Vento
Dixon Mink Washington
Engel Moakley Waters
Evans Nadler Watt
Fields (LA) Norton (DC) Waxman
Filner Oberstar Wheat
Flake Olver Willlams
Foglietta Owens Woolsey
Frank (MA) Pastor Wyden
Furse Payne (NJ) Wynn
Grandy Pelosi Yates

NOES—335
Ackerman Baesler Barton
Allard Baker (CA) Bateman
Andrews (NJ) Baker (LA) Beilenson
Andrews (TX) Ballenger Bentley
Applegate Barcla Bereuter
Archer Barlow Bevill
Armey Barrett (NE) Bilbray
Bacchus (FL) Barrett (WI) Bilirakis
Bachus (AL) Bartlett Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Byrne
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cantwell
Cardin

Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooper
Coppersmith
Costello
Cox

Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cunningham
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Derrick
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards (TX)
Emerson
English (AZ)
English (OK)
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Fingerhut
Fish

Ford (MI)
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss

Grams
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock

Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hayes
Hefley
Hefner
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hutto
Hyde
Inglis
Inslee
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klein
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kreidler
Kyl
LaFalce
Lambert
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lehman
Levin
Levy ®
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd
Long
Lowey
Machtley
Maloney
Mann
Manton
Manzullo
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
MecCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
MeCurdy
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Melnnis
McKeon
McMillan
McNulty
Meehan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
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Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nussle
Obey

Ortiz

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pickle
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Ravenel
Reed
Regula
Ridge
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema
Rowland
Royce

Sabo
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sarpalius
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schenk
Schiff
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Sharp

Shaw

Shays
Shepherd
Shuster
Bisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (I4)
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Bpence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Sundquist
Swett

Swift

Synar
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
‘Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY}

Thornton Visclosky Wilson
Thurman Volkmer Wise
Torkildsen Vucanovich Wolf
Torricelli Walker Young (AK)
Traficant Walsh Young (FL)
Upton Weldon Zeliff
Valentine Whitten Zimmer
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—5
Bonilla Herger Menendez
Gingrich Inhofe
NOT VOTING—8

Dingell Ford (TN) Romero-Barcelo
Edwards (CA) Henry (PR)
Faleomavaega Myers

(AS) Quillen

a 2020

Mr. KYL, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and
Messrs. SAXTON, TAYLOR of North
Carolina, BURTON of Indiana, KOLBE,
and GOODLING changed their vote
from ‘‘present’’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
resume general debate on House Con-
current Resolution 64.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SAB0], will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, we have
only one speaker, our concluding
speaker. I understand the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has two, so I
will defer to him.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARMEY].

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we have had 2 days of
what I think has been particularly in-
teresting, even at times scintillating
debate between our two parties as we
have contrasted two budget proposals
representing the two contesting visions
of public policy represented by our par-
ties and the very substantial, real dif-
ferences between our parties.

Now, the fact of the matter is the
Democratic Party has control of the
entire apparatus of Government.

Mr. Chairman, the President of the
United States has submitted his pro-
posal for a budget to govern the U.S.
Government. It is a proposal that I dis-
agree with as being either good Gov-
ernment, good public policy, deficit re-
duction or job creating.

As I see it, he has asked us to accept
a proposal that gives us the single larg-
est tax increase in the history of the
country. At the same time we accept
that tax increase now on virtually all
Americans, he asks us to accept a Gov-
ernment spending program.

Drive this economy forward, the
President says with one foot on the ac-
celerator and the other on the brake. It
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may work. I sincerely hope, for the
American people, that the President’'s
proposal works. But I doubt that it
will. I think it is bad policy. I am
obliged to say so out of respect to the
President and out of duty to my con-
stituents.

The fundamental problem that I have
with the President’s proposal is it will
not work to achieve the desired ends of
economic growth, job creation, revenue
generation to the Federal Government,
and then subsequently deficit reduc-
tion.

If I thought this program would
work, I would ask you to vote for it.
This program is based on the misguided
idea that we can solve the problems of
this country by growing the Govern-
ment.

Let me just say I want to thank the
Democrat majority; the old adage in
politics is, “'If you have the votes, vote;
if you do not, debate.” They have
worked hard on their side of the aisle,
the President has worked hard on their
side of the aisle, and they have man-
aged to get the votes on their side of
the aisle to pass the President’'s pro-

gram.

So, they did not have to allow us a
debate, and yet they did. The feature of
that debate was the Kasich Republican
budget proposal. That proposal, in my
judgment, won the debate. The hero of
the 1993 budget debate is JOHN KASICH
from Ohio because he met the chal-
lenge, he and his Budget Committee
brought forth the detailed proposition
to get an even greater deficit reduction
by cutting the size of Government and
allowing the private sector to grow.
And when the private sector grows, as
the 1980’s have taught us, revenue ac-
crues to the Government. And if we can
grow the private sector and contain
growth of the public sector, we can, as
we put our children back to work in
America, resolve the problem of the
deficit.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
SICH] and his proposal won the debate.
You Democrats will win the vote, we
know that. The President will be al-
lowed to govern with his Democrat
Party and the consequences will be felt
and judged by the American people.
But when that judgment is over and
when those consequences are felt, if I
am correct in my judgment of the vi-
tality or the lack thereof of the Presi-
dent’s proposal, if I am correct in my
judgment of the correctness of the Ka-
sich proposal and the vision rep-
resented by it, the American people
will come back with a different conclu-
sion some day at the polling place. If I
am incorrect in my understanding, you
Democrats will prosper as a party, as
you should.

Mr. Chairman, I remain convinced
that in the long run the American peo-
ple will be governed by good public pol-
icy born out of correct, truthful under-
standing of our own history. They will
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get that from the Republican Party, if
not tonight, later. But eventually they
will again get it as they got it in the
1980’s under Ronald Reagan.

For tonight, let me say to my col-
leagues: If you think you can move the
American economy forward with one
foot on the accelerator of growing Gov-
ernment spending and the other foot on
the brake of increased taxation on the
American people, if you think that is
good public policy, if you think that
the solution to the problems of your
children’s future lies in a growing Gov-
ernment, vote for the Democrat pro-
posal.

If on the other hand you think the
simple, obvious truth borne out by the
history of the American economy is
that our Nation’s greatness is found in
our people's industry or our people's
entrepreneurial spirit, our people’'s in-
dustriousness and that private enter-
prise and freedom works, and private
sector growth serves our children’s fu-
ture, vote “no" for the Democrat pro-
posal and vote “yes’ for the Kasich
proposal.

0 2030

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, to close
the debate, I yield the balance of our
time to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH], the distinguished mi-
nority whip.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, let
me first commend the Chair. I think
this entire House can be very proud of
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO] for the clear, fair, and re-
sponsible job he has done today in a
long and difficult debate.

I hope that we are maybe tippy-toe-
ing a little bit into a different era,
mayhbe.

I have to comment for a second,
though, on what I think was a very de-
structive rules procedure today for
both this bill and the one that will fol-
low. You know, it represents a strategy
of smother, denial, and division.

On the one hand, in the following bill
we apparently sent up scores of mo-
tions to cut spending, of which surely a
few were worthy of being voted on, but
that was smothered.

The moderate and more fiscally pru-
dent Democrats wanted to offer some
amendments on the next bill, but that
was denied.

We just saw a vote where frankly we
deliberately withheld our side for
awhile, because the Black Caucus had
been told, unlike the moderate Demo-
crats, ‘“Oh, you can be made in order,
you just can't be allowed to win.”

I want to make clear first that the
defeat was not on our side.

Second, I kept my vote ‘‘present’’ be-
cause I will not join your leadership in
defeating it.

Now we come to where we are. Fi-
nally we are down to the leadership
budget.

March 18, 1993

I must say for just a moment, I think
not just the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KaAsicH], who has gotten a lot of praise
and has earned every bit of it, but the
entire Republican Budget Committee
membership did exemplary work. They
got the highest vote any Republican
budget has got in 5 years and they put
together an 84-page detailed budget,
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice which met the President’s stand-
ards as enunciated up here, not the
President’s standards as sent to the
Budget Committee, because the truth
is there is $112 billion in the budget
you are about to vote on in additional
defense cuts that are unspecified.

I have watched my friends from Cali-
fornia, South Carolina, and across the
country, talk about base closings under
the Bush budgets, and now tonight you
are being asked to cast a vote yes for
$112 billion below the number that I
just heard some people say was already
killing the vitally needed bases. Not
only is that bad from a back-home
standpoint, but you are being asked to
cast a $112 billion defense cut with
North Korea in a crisis, Iraq, Somalia,
Haiti, Bosnia, and the current prob-
lems in Russia, a very strange time to
be cutting $112 billion additional in de-
fense.

Then you are asked, despite what the
President said to us that night when he
was here, you are asked for $63 billion
in unspecified future domestic cuts.

Now, anyone who is serious about
deficit cutting, who knows anything
about the Congress, knows that $63 bil-
lion unspecified cuts, as compared to
an B4-page detailed budget, is just sim-
ply a game.

Finally, you are asked to vote for the
largest tax increase in history. By the
way, that translates in the first year
which is the only year which is real,
into a $27 billion tax increase and a $4
billion spending cut.

Ross Perot today said he wants $2 in
spending cuts for every dollar in tax in-
creases. You are actually going to give
the American people $7 in tax increases
for every $1 in spending cuts; but of
course, Ross Perot and his millions do
not really matter to the Democratic
majority.

Finally, about this tax increase
which will kill jobs, remember, I stood
here when the Republican President
wanted to raise taxes and I said in 1990
that it will deepen the recession. It will
increase unemployment. It will kill
jobs.

Those of you who have a boat indus-
try know what that tax bill did.

So what are you going to do this
year? You are being asked to vote for
an energy tax, not on the millionaires,
on every American who uses energy,
owns an electric lightbulb, heats a
house, air conditions a house, drives a
car, every rural American who drives a
long distance, every person in agri-
business, every person who buys any
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product delivered by a truck, probably
the most inflationary tax you could in-
vent.

Then you are being asked to punish
every senior citizen who spent their
working years saving. That is right. If
you saved in America, the Democratic
budget wants to punish you. Senior
citizens are gong to pay a bigger tax on
Social Security if you vote yes.

Finally, this is the most
antiagriculture, anti-rural America
budget ever offered by an American
President. As Pat Roberts has proven
in the material he sent out analyzing
the combined cost.

Medicare in rural hospitals, energy
tax on gasoline, a tax on people who
drive, the impact of the subsidy cuts in
terms of agriculture itself, all these
things come together as the most anti-
rural American budget ever offered,
and you are being asked to vote yes.

Now, there was once a movie which
cast the Sundance Kid, in which they
had no choice, so they locked arms,
they said some words that I cannot re-
peat on the House floor, and they
jumped off a cliff. Cute in the movie,
because they have stunt men. There
are no stunt men here.

This budget is intellectually unfair.
It is not accurate. It does not meet the
standards the President of the United
States himself proclaimed down here.
It is not a good document. It should
not be voted on and it is not worthy of
a ‘‘yes’ vote. I urge you to vote ‘‘no.”

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, a
few months ago, a few days ago in No-
vember, the first Tuesday, about 62
percent of the American people cast
their vote for substantial change. They
were upset primarily I think about the
economy. They wanted change in the
economy. They were upset not only
about unemployment, they were upset
about underemployment. They were
upset about what they believe is the
loss of our standard of living.

They also wanted action. I think
they wanted movement. They wanted
an end to the argument, the gridlock,
the perception of lots of debate and
lots of back and forth, but at the end
we were not moving. We were not act-
ing.

An older constituent of mine in St.
Louis the other day after the Presi-
dent’s speech said to me, I don't know
that I agree with everything that Clin-
ton wants, but I think you all had bet-
ter get it done.”

Tonight we can take the first giant
step in getting it done, and as we do it
tonight it is one of the earliest times
that I can remember we have been able
to pass a budget resolution.

It is a good budget and it is a good
economic program.

President Clinton, Leon Panetta,
someone known to all of us, other
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members of the administration worked
diligently and hard on it. In the short
time they have had to put together
this plan, much of it based on what
President Clinton said in the election,
much of it based on the facts and cir-
cumstances that they met as the came
to office. What they met was a budget
worse than they thought, worse than
anyone thought. What they thought
was about $260 billion turned out to be
over $350 billion.

They did the best they could. They
came up with what I think is a bal-
anced program.

I think members of our caucus and
the Budget Committee improved the
program.

The President said here the other
night that we live with the most con-
servative economic projections, and
when the Congressional Budget Office
came back with a re-estimate that said
we were $60 billion or so short over 5
years, members of our caucus in the
committee, off the committee, went to
work made hard decisions, offered fur-
ther cuts, and those cuts are real. They
may not all be lined out line by line,
but one of the things we did in 1990 in
the budget summit that was productive
was that we established caps on spend-
ing, and those caps have worked, some-
times to our consternation.
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These caps in this budget are real.
We will not appropriate above these
caps. I think they are better caps be-
cause we do not have walls between de-
fense and domestic. We can make those
decisions, the tension will be in the
process, and we will vote at the end of
the day on reconciliation, and each
year in appropriations, and we will de-
cide in that time, in that year, where
the economy should go and where the
spending decisions should be made. But
it is real deficit reduction.

As the President said, we will take it
from what is now about 5'2 percent of
GNP a year to about 2% percent, rather
it be no deficit. But given the situation
they were presented with, this is sub-
stantial and real progress.

Second, he, in the plan, does some-
thing to make our tax system more
progressive. I think that is very impor-
tant. One of the things that has made
people lose faith in Government, lose
faith in their tax system, is the percep-
tion and the reality that the people at
the top have gotten the greatest tax
cuts while their income has increased
the most while people in the middle
and at the bottom have had their taxes
go up the most while their income has
gone down the most. And this budget,
and the tax bill that will follow, will
remedy that, and that is important to
the faith, and the hope, and the belief
of people.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this budget and
this program has investments. Presi-
dent Clinton believes that something
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fundamental is happening in our econ-
omy. He understands, and understood
from the beginning, the start, of his
campaign, that it would not be enough
to simply get the deficit down, as im-
portant and as vital as that is. But he
believes, and he told me the other day
that he believes it strongly, and he
talked about it from the beginning of
his campaign, that we had to increase
and change the role of government in
aiding and abetting primarily what is a
private effort in our economy, to cre-
ate jobs, to create wealth, to create
economic success.

Not everyone believes that, and I un-
derstand that. We would be in poor
shape in this country if all of us be-
lieved exactly the same way to get to
the goal.

But he believes, and I think most
Democrats believe, that something fun-
damental is wrong with this economy.

We are in a new world. We face tough
competition, not only from the Mexi-
cos and the Chinas of the world, but
from the Japans and Germanys of the
world, and to face, and meet, and suc-
ceed with that competition we need a
new economic program, a new way of
trying to do things.

He believes in education; he believes
that we have to better educate our peo-
ple.

I often, in town hall meetings, have
people say to me, ‘‘How can I compete
against someone in Mexico or China
who is earning $1 an hour when I want
to earn $20 an hour?" It is the toughest
question we face, and the only real an-
swer is:

“It's not protectionism, it's not low-
ering our standard of living to meet
theirs, both of which might work, but
not for long. The only real answer is
that that worker has to be as produc-
tive, as productive as the worker
they're competing against in China or
Mexico.”

There is no other answer. President
Clinton understands that. He makes in-
vestments over 5 years in the power of
people with ultimately is the way we
are going to be competitive and suc-
cessful.

He invests in the infrastructure of
our country. Japan will spend double
what we will spend in the next 5 years
on infrastructure, an island nation of
125 million people, a land mass the size
of California, and they will be invest-
ing double what we will in infrastruc-
ture. What have they figured out that
we have not figured out?

He invests in research. Not that gov-
ernment does most of the research, not
that government even does a majority
of the research, but frankly there are
things that have to be done by govern-
ment the private sector will never do.
The space program was an example of
that. What we do at the National
Science Foundation, what we are doing
at Semtech, is an example of a private-
public partnership to keep us alive in
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semiconductors, and 5 years ago we
were dead in semiconductors. Today we
are back in the game. We have got a
majority again of the world market
and a new way of addressing economic
problems.

So, Mr. Speaker, 1 say to my col-
leagues tonight:

“I think we have a President who has
a plan. You might not agree with it,
but I think he deserves a chance. He
deserves a chance, For 12 years the Re-
publican Party has occupied the White
House, and maybe you didn’t feel that
every year you got the program ex-
actly the way you wanted it. But in
1981 I would submit to you that the ba-
sics of Reaganomics passed this body
with many Democrats joining with
many Republicans in voting for it. I
was not in that group, but many here
did, and the program was in place.”

I want to quote what Dick Cheney
said on this floor on May 7; I think it
was 1981. He said, ‘‘We face a national
problem. It is not a problem of the Re-
publican Party or the Democrat Party.
It is a problem of the United States of
America. It is a problem that tran-
scends partisan considerations, and the
solution demands support from both
sides of the aisle that separate this
Chamber.” He said, ‘““The American
people want to give President Reagan
and his new programs a chance.” He
said, “They want to chart a new
course, to try something new, some-
thing different, and they want the
package that President Reagan has
proposed.” He concluded by saying,
‘“The American people are watching
what we do here today. They want us
to act, and to act now."”

My colleagues, I think the American
people are watching tonight, and I
think with all their heart and all their
mind they want us to act on their be-
half, and they want us to act now. The
greatest thing that a President in a
government can do, far beyond any
program and far beyond any idea, is to
give people hope and the feeling of
faith that we are on the right track,
that we are improving ourselves and
that we have an idea of what we are
trying to do to make the country suc-
ceed.

In the 1930’s President Roosevelt
came before this body and before the
country, and he said, ‘‘All we have to
fear is fear itself,”” and he changed peo-
ple's attitudes. Bill Clinton in just 3
months changed dramatically people’'s
outlook on where we were headed and
where this country could go. People
went from thinking we are on the
wrong track to thinking we are,
maybe, back on the right track. Con-
fidence is up. Interest rates have gone
down. The market has been up.

My colleagues, the one thing we need
to do tonight to save the United States
is to stand behind this young man. We
want to give him a chance. We want
our people to succeed. We want a new
day for this country.
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Tonight we have that chance, and I
urge each of my colleagues, Republican
and Democrat, to vote for this pro-
gram, to give it a chance, and let us see
if we can make this country great, and
good, and strong again.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
support of House Concurrent Resolution 64,
the 1994 budget resolution and H.R. 1335, the
1993 Stimulus and Investment Supplemental
Appropriations Act. As America looks to build
a stronger economy, deficit reduction must be
our top priority. | am pleased that the budget
resolution and the stimulus package, together,
represent a significant deficit reduction plan
that will facilitate long-term economic growth
and productivity. It is, in essence, President
Bill Clinton’s noble vision for the future, and it
deserves our careful consideration and sup-
port.
The budget resolution, faces, straight on,
the nearly $200 billion structural deficit which
is strangling our economy, and systematically
robbing our children of any hope for inheriting
an America that is fiscally sound and capable
of maintaining her position as the world’s lead-
er in today's economy.

The time has come for us to make the dif-
ficult decisions in order to make right what has
been wrong for far too many years. | firmly be-
lieve that the resolution will facilitate this criti-
cal decisionmaking process. By holding do-
mestic defense as well as international affairs
discretionary spending below fiscal year 1993
levels for the next 5 years, the resolution will
significantly reduce the deficit by $42.6 billion
in fiscal year 1994 and by a total of $510 bil-
lion by 1998. Indeed, this is a strategic plan
which appropriately reflects America’s chang-
ing needs and realignment of spending prior-
ities.

There is no greater long-term threat to the
economic and social well-being of our Nation
than the enormous budget deficit which grew
out of the misplaced priorities of the 1980’s.
Today | am encouraged, for this resolution,
overall, proposes a fair and balanced com-
bination of real spending cuts, tax reforms and
entitlement changes which, for the most part,
shares the burden of reform as equally as
possible, phases in deficit reduction over a
number of years, and most importantly, reas-
sures that we are all in this struggle together.
Adoption of this measure will, hopefully, mark
the beginning of the end of deficit spending
and the beginning of the long-awaited com-
prehensive deficit reduction process, that
makes that possible.

What is even more encouraging—if not re-
freshing—is that the phony economic assump-
tions and other irresponsible accounting gim-
micks have been cast aside. Finally, we are
presented with a set of real numbers with
which to set fiscal policy and which will em-
power us to make educated, and responsible,
albeit difficult, decisions. | appreciate having
the opportunity, and welcome the challenge, to
make these critically necessary decisions.

Although for purposes of deficit reduction
cutting spending must be our initial step, cut-
ting discretionary spending alone is not
enough to achieve our goals. Therefore, in ad-
dition to such cuts this plan calls for establish-
ing real control over the growth in direct
spending levels. The resolution proposes stra-
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tegic steps towards controlling entitiement
spending which accounts for more than one-
half of the national budget and is growing
much faster than the economy as a whole.
Similarly, the resolution reflects the need to
undertake sweeping reforms of our medical
system and anticipates a responsible strategy
for controlling the escalating costs of health
care, the fastest growing part of our Nation's
budget.

Certainly, spending cuts alone are not going
to solve our fiscal problems. H.R. 1335, the
stimulus and investment package now before
us is the final element of the overall economic
recovery agenda.

The stimulus package will spur new growth
and investment and allow the economy to ex-
pand on its own. The plan aims to invest in
our country and its people by appropriating a
greater commitment of funding to infrastruc-
ture improvements, job training and retraining
and education to assure that we have the
skilled work force we need to meet the chang-
ing demands of a global economy.

In addition, this stimulus package reflects a
responsible industrial policy which provides
our basic industries with financial assistance
such as new sources of capital at reasonable
rates, as well as tax incentives for research
and development and investment. Further,
progrowth, antipoverty tax initiatives such as
the targeted jobs tax credit and the earned in-
come tax credit and limited, targeted capital
gains tax cut will be essential elements of the
entire economic recovery process.

However, | want to be very clear about this
plan. | do not agree with every detail of it. In-
deed | have many concerns. First of all, it dis-
turbs me that we are to consider appropriating
additional funding for the initiatives outlined in
the stimulus package before voting on and im-
plementing the necessary budgetary cuts pro-
posed in the budget resolution.

Moreover, we must find additional cuts in
such programs as the $30 billion space sta-
tion, the $10 billion superconducting super
collider and many of our subsidy programs,
which we just cannot afford. That should en-
able us to ease the pressure on the revenue
side, which raises taxes on lower and middle
income as well as high income Americans.

Additionally, | am troubled by the proposal
to freeze the pay and COLA's of Federal
workers. They have been on the short end for
far too long. To the extent that Federal work-
ers are singled out, the plan is taxing this
group of Americans twice.

Also, | have strong reservations about the
broad-based Btu tax which may result in hit-
ting hard at the pocketbooks of working men
and women. Similarly, | am concerned about
the potential effect that tax may have on the
competitiveness of certain American indus-
tries.

This plan is far from perfect but | do believe
that overall this is a worthy plan which will put
us on the right course for achieving our goals
of deficit reduction and economic growth.
Moreover, this is just the beginning of the
budget process. | am hopeful that the Senate
will include these additional spending cuts in
its budget resolution. We must begin making
the tough choices and lead our Nation through
these difficult and challenging times. Today we
have the opportunity to begin building an
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America that is greater than ever, and second
to none. Therefore | urge my colleagues to
join me in accepting this challenge by support-
ing the 1994 budget resolution and H.R. 1335,
the 1993 Simulus and Investment Appropria-
tions Act.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, since the
President presented his economic plan to the
Nation last month, people at home in Missouri
have told me, “I think we should give his pro-
gram a chance, but | would like to see more
cuts.”

Tonight, we can do both of those things.
The $63 billion in additional cuts proposed by
several of us conservative Democrats, the
freeze in discretionary spending, and more
than $500 billion in deficit reduction over 5
years, contained in the budget resolution, are
steps in the right direction. The President's
stimulus package includes shori-term invest-
ment in our Nation, including rural America.

But the budget blueprint is the beginning of
a long-term process of reducing the deficit and
making our Nation more competitive in the
world. As we make spending decisions this
year, we have the opportunity for further de-
bate, and the obligation to make sure we im-
plement the cuts approved here tonight. I'm
from Missouri, and you're going to have to
show me and the rest of America the cuts will
be made.

Last November, America voted for change.
We must give this administration, and this
Congress the chance to work, because if we
succeed, our country succeeds.

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, | rise as ranking
minority member of the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee to express my concerns about House
Concurrent Resolution 64 and the direction the
House seems to be headed with the veterans’
portion of the budget. Just this morning the
Veterans' Affairs Committee had a budget
hearing at which it received from a number of
veterans’ service organizations their independ-
ent budget proposals for fiscal year 1994 and
a candid assessment of the proposals from
the administration and the Budget Committee
to the extent they have been revealed. What
| heard was alarming.

The independent budget for veterans affairs
is a comprehensive budget alternative which
has been formulated annually for the past
seven years by the American Veterans of
World War Il, Korea and Vietnam, Disabled
American Veterans, Paralyzed Veterans of
America and Veterans of Foreign Wars. Their
budget proposal uses their own financial and
staff expertise to identify to Congress the VA's
actual needs and funding requirements without
reference to budget driven constraints. Each
year it has been presented, it has grown in so-
phistication and credibility to the point that it is
one of the Veterans' Affairs Committee’s most
important references in analyzing the VA's
budget requests. | commend them for the im-
portant service they are performing for Con-
gress on behalf of all veterans.

The analysis of the proposals from the Ad-
ministration and the Budget Committee lead to
the conclusion that, if they are adopted, the
VA health care system would move from its
current state of chronic underfunding into an
acute financial crisis. Ultimately, the proposals
are a prescription for the collapse of the VA
health care system as we know it. If you be-
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lieve | exaggerate, consider the testimony of
the veterans’ service organizations that testi-
fied before the Veterans Affairs’ Committee
this morning.

Here’s what they said:

Disabled American Veterans—*(I)f VA's
discretionary spending is frozen at fiscal
year 1993 levels for the next 5 years, VA's
ability to deliver guality healthcare in a
timely fashion will be severely compromised.
This spending freeze, coupled with the nearly
7,000 VA healthcare employee cut mentioned
in President Clinton’s Vision for Change doc-
ument, quite simply, will deny critically
needed healthecare to tens of thousands of en-
titled veterans. * * * (W)e view the Budget
Committee’s recommendations as neither
fair nor equitable or in the best interest of
our Nation’s sick and disabled veterans and
their families. This budget again singles out
veterans to shoulder a disproportionate
share of Federal deficit-reduction.”

Paralyzed Veterans of America—*'The eco-
nomic stimulus package specifies that 9,000
full-time employees will fall off VA’'s payroll
over the next 5 fiscal years. Seven thousand
of these employees would come from medical
care. * * * The number of VA staff assigned
to each patient is much lower than the num-
ber assigned in comparable settings. VA does
not have the staff to meet preventive care
needs or to fully implement effective case
management programs—both found to be
cost effective in care delivery.”

AMVETS—*"(W)e must point out that
spending (constant dollars) for all Federal
social programs increased by 361 percent
since 1965, while spending for veterans pro-
grams increased only 36 percent. * * * Hav-
ing said that, AMVESTS questions billions
in new spending while cutting a net $1.2 bil-
lion from VA accounts over the next 4 years.
* * * At a time when the thrust of national
healthcare reform policy is to broaden the
coverage for our citizens, we do not under-
stand and cannot accept a reduced level of
services for veterans.”

Non-Commissioned Officers Association—
“(A) $1 billion management savings is a
smoke and mirrors goal which will eventu-
ally result in a decline in services to veter-
ans.

The detailed budget request from the Clin-
ton administration for the VA will not arrive
until later this month. Those already an-
nounced features of it have been incorporated
into House Concurrent Resolution 64. | am
very concerned about the $3.7 billion in cuts
of mandatory spending being recommended
for veterans’ programs as part of budget rec-
onciliation. Apparently, the money is simply
being taken from veterans to finance enor-
mous new Federal expenditures on social wel-
fare programs.

My impression is that veterans are willing to
sacrifice their fair share to reduce the deficit
but not to finance more Federal spending
elsewhere. House Concurrent Resolution 64
clearly passes veterans by as it distributes the
peace dividend across the budget spectrum to
nonveteran programs.

The Veterans' Affairs Committee receives
many complaints from veterans about poor
timeliness and quality of VA services. These
problems are largely due to chronic under-
funding of veterans' programs | have already
alluded to.

It is going to be impossible for the VA to
provide even its current level of services and
benefits to veterans with $1 billion of reduc-
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tions in discretionary spending achieved by
claimed savings from administrative streamlin-
ing of veterans’ health care, as well as a re-
duction of 9,000 FTEE.

Furthermore, the Budget Committee’s fiscal
year 1994 discretionary spending level for VA
is $700 million below the CBO baseline. The
Budget Committee's recommendation for fiscal
years 1994 through 1998 approaches an in-
credible $7 billion less. Cuts this big will lead
to an unacceptable quality of health care for
veterans.

Making budget comparisons and precise
judgments is not possible without a detailed
administration proposal for all Federal depart-
ments and agencies, but this much is clear:

First, veterans’ programs are not the cause
of the explosion in domestic spending which
has fueled the deficit;

Second, veterans have already sacrificed for
their country and should not be asked to ac-
cept deep program cuts in the name of deficit
reduction when the budget package claiming
deficit reduction also contains significant
spending on new programs;

Third, veterans would be required to sac-
rifice under the President's tax and non-
veterans user fee increases just like the public
at large while not sharing in the proposed
spending increases;

Fourth, the total amount of the proposed VA
cuts represents a sacrifice of substantial fund-
ing which could have been used for eligibility
reform of VA health care or other urgently
needed health care delivery improvements;

Fifth, veterans won the cold war and gave
us that peace dividend, and they deserve to
be first in line for any spending increases, but
not at the expense of the defense budget; we
need to support servicemembers on the front
line as well as shorten the lines of veterans
waliting for benefits and health care.

Mr. Chairman, Congress has mandated vet-
erans’ programs on behalf of a grateful Nation.
These earned veterans’ services and benefits
should be the highest domestic priority. To
their credit, veterans have for years stated
their willingness to do their part in reducing
the deficit, but the proposed cuts ask veterans
to sacrifice far more than their fair share.

Veterans' advocates in Congress have their
work cut out for them. The result in this body
is nearly certain. But the other body likely will
have some differences which must be worked
out in conference. It is absolutely essential
that by then Members clearly understand the
disaster this budget proposal would be for vet-
erans' benefits and services, particularly
health care.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in reluc-
tant support of the Budget Committee sub-
stitute.

| fully support the comprehensive deficit re-
duction proposal President Clinton made to us
last month. Though | had some misgivings
about elements of the Clinton plan, particularly
the proposed energy tax, | believe our Presi-
dent did a fair and honest job of trying to bal-
ance the need to bring down the enormous
budget deficit he inherited from George Bush
and Ronald Reagan with the need to signifi-
cantly expand our response to the equally
deadly human deficits we face in educational
and training opportunities and access to
health, housing, and social services. | applaud
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President Clinton for his progressive vision
and his commitment to putting people first and
| was prepared to fully support the enactment
of his entire economic plan into law.

For that reason, | am angry and dis-
appointed that a majority of the Democrats on
the Budget Committee refused to support our
President's plan and have instead given us a

t which mangles the domestic priorities
President Clinton outlined to the Nation last
month. The careful balance the President
strived to achieve between bringing down the
budget deficit and making the additional in-
vestments we need to improve our economic
competitiveness and address unmet social
needs has been destroyed. | fully agree that it
is possible and desirable to make cuts in
spending in many areas of the budget beyond
those called for by the President. There are
countless bloated, sacred cows strewn
throughout the Federal budget which can and
should be attacked, from the ludicrous $6 bil-
lion star wars boondoggle to the $30 billion we
expend every year to support no less than
nine fat-laden intelligence agencies to the ab-
surd subsidies the Agriculture Department
pays every year to the producers of wool and
mohair. Yet the self-described deficit hawks on
the Budget Committee did not target these sa-
cred cows in their zeal for greater deficit re-
duction; instead, they set their sights on low-
income housing, Head Start, education, and
the other starving babies of the Federal budg-
et that meet critical human needs in this Na-
tion. Support for education, in particular, has
been scraped to the bone by this budget,
making it very difficult for the President to
carry out the bold education and training initia-
tives he has sketched out. The maximum
award under the Pell Grant Program for low-
income college students will likely have to be
reduced by $100 to $200 next year. The chap-
ter 1 compensatory education and the individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act programs
will be level funded. Some 60 programs within
the Department of Education may be cut by
one-third. What we face is the prospect of an
education budget worse than anything sought
by President George Bush.

Not content with disemboweling the Presi-
dent’s long-term domestic initiatives and prior-
ities, many of these same renegade Demo-
crats are now going after his short-term eco-
nomic stimulus package as well. Enough is
enough. This cannot stand. Yes, we must
have sensible budget deficit reduction; we
cannot afford not to. But at the same time we
must also now reverse the damage inflicted by
12 years of gross neglect of human needs; we
cannot afford not to do that as well. If the
President's economic stimulus and investment
initiative does not survive or is gutted by either
the House or the Senate, | cannot in good
conscience support the Budget Committee’s
dramatic revision of the President’s budget pri-
orities. My constituents and men and women
throughout America voted for Bill Clinton be-
cause they agreed with him that at long last it
was time to put people first in the Nation's
Capital again. Attacks on the President's effort
to fulfill that commitment must cease.

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64.

The House Budget Committee and Chair-
man SaBO should be commended for drafting
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a resolution which sets forth a real plan to sig-
nificantly reduce the Federal deficit over the
next 5 years.

This is vital to long term economic recovery
and growth.

Further, the budget resolution makes a com-
mitment to carefully invest scarce public re-
sources in our infrastructure and our people.

These investments will maximize the ability
of U.S. companies—large and small—to com-
pete in the global economy, thus creating
good and lasting jobs for our citizens.

| urge all of my colleagues to vote for this
resolution.

Your support will send a powerful and wel-
come signal to our constituents that we heard
the message last November. The gridlock is
gone and this Congress and this President are
working together to reduce the deficit while in-
vesting in America’s future.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo-
sition to the budget resolution.

Though | appreciate the efforts of President
Clinton and the Budget Committee to tackle
our budget crisis, we must go farther and do
it in a way which does not jeopardize our na-
tional safety or unfairly burden our hard-work-
ing middle class.

We must go farther because, despite the
deficit reduction contained in the budget reso-
lution, the national debt would still increase by
$1.2 trillion over the next 5 years. Stop and
think about that for a moment; $1.2 trillion in
deficits would be a new 5-year record in our
country's history.

Add to that dubious distinction the fact that
the budget resolution only looks good when
we look 4 or 5 years down the road. Hiding
around the corner are awesome deficits. The
upward spiral begins again in 1998 and will
reach the $400 billion mark in the first years
of the next century. This plan does not ade-
quately address that longer term picture.

It's true the deficit would be even higher
without this program, but that argument ap-
proaches the issue from the wrong perspec-
tive. Just because we make a terrible situation
a little more tolerable doesn't mean we have
solved the problem. We haven't even come
close.

Of course it's also true that it's not the fault
of our new President that the budget crisis is
so severe. Twelve years of Reaganomics
gave him a clean-up job that few people would
want. But even though he didn't create the
problem, it's now his problem to fix. As the
President's booklet, “A Vision of Change in
America,” explains so well, our long-term eco-
nomic strength depends on it.

To move to my specific reservations about
the plan, Mr. Chairman, let me first address
the issue of tax increases versus spending
cuts. | have always believed that serious defi-
cit reduction requires a fair balance between
these areas. To say, as some do, that we
could balance the budget without any tax in-
creases may be good politics, but it is pie-in-
the-sky budget planning. | have looked over
many of those plans and there is always a
glaring lack of specifics when it comes to the
half trillion dollars in spending cuts they would
require. Again, that may be good politics, but
it is fantasy budgeting.

The problem with the budget resolution is
that it is unbalanced in the opposite direction.
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The budget resolution achieves its deficit re-
duction almost entirely through tax increases.
When you factor in $145 billion of planned
new spending and some very creative ac-
counting, the ratio is nearly $2 of tax in-
creases for every $1 of spending cuts. | don't
oppose the bulk of the tax increases which are
concentrated on the wealthy, but we need to
beef up the spending cuts in order to whittle
down the $1.2 trillion deficits.

The President made a very fair request for
specific recommendations of additional cuts.
For help in this area, as well as on the tax
side, | turned to the people of the Third Con-
gressional District of lllinois. | have always be-
lieved myself to be a representative of their
views, so | sought their advice firsthand
through townhall meetings and a budget work-
sheet | supplied them. | would like to share
the results of their decisions with you.

For the 10 percent surtax on taxable income
above $250,000, 3,374 were in favor, 1,129
were opposed, and 369 were undecided.

For increasing the top individual tax rate
from 31 percent to 36 percent, 2,790 were in
favor, 1,651 were opposed, and 423 were un-
decided.

For increasing the top corporate tax rate
from 34 percent to 36 percent, 2,365 were in
favor, 1,888 were opposed and 586 were un-
decided.

For increasing the taxable amount of Social
Security benefits to 85 percent for individual
incomes above $25,000 per year or couples
over $32,000 per year, 937 were in favor,
3,672 were opposed and 307 were undecided.

For the Btu energy tax, 638 were in favor,
3,990 were opposed and 207 were undecided.

The top five additional spending cuts rec-
ommended by my constituents were eliminat-
ing the space station, eliminating the super-
conducting super collider, eliminating funding
for the arts and humanities, closing or convert-
ing inefficient or underused facilities in veter-
ans hospitals and reducing military reserve
personnel by 16 percent to 920,000.

My constituents also strongly support an in-
crease in the Federal cigarette tax by 24 cents
per package and raising the alcohol tax by 50
cents per bottle of wine, spirits or six pack of
beer.

The easiest additions we could make to the
cuts recommended by my constituents would
be in planned new spending. Not spending
what we plan to is easier than cutting existing
funding. All it takes is a swipe of the pen. The
budget resolution includes $145 billion in new
spending on what the President calls worth-
while investments. | have no doubt these in-
vestments are all worthwhile on their own mer-
its. But it is unrealistic to plan a new spending
package of this size while we're facing $1.2
trillion in new debt. We simply can’t afford it.
We need to go through this package program
by program to determine what is essential in-
vestment and what we can postpone.

Another issue of concern for me, Mr. Chair-
man, is spending cuts | believe we perhaps
cannot afford to make. These are cases of
being “penny wise but pound-foolish,” where
the long-term cost of the cuts will be greater
than the immediate savings. Several areas
come immediately to mind.

First, the budget resolution calls for $110
billion in defense cuts above and beyond the



March 18, 1993

Bush administration’s planned reductions. In
light of the situation in Yugoslavia, the Middle
East, and the possible “rebolshevikation” of
Russia, cuts of this size are probably pre-
mature. We need to revisit this issue so that
we do not jeopardize our national security.

Another important safety cut is the possible
layoffs of air traffic controllers. The President’s
goal of cutting 100,000 jobs out of the Federal
bureaucracy would proportionally require as
many as 2,000 layoffs of air traffic controllers.
As a member of the Aviation Subcommittee, |
know first hand that aviation safety would be
compromised by such layoffs. Safety should
always be our top priority.

Other cuts of concern and reductions of
Small Business Administration loans, prison
construction, drug control staff, Medicare out-
patient services and the strategic petroleum
reserve. All of these are issues of national se-
curity or pressing social concerns like crime
and health care. My constituents put these
kind of cuts, especially crime-related cuts, at
the very bottom of their lists.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | turn to the aspects
of the budget resolution that most immediately
impact the people | represent in the Third
Congressional District of lllinois. After a dec-
ade of shrinking incomes, growing taxes, and
decreasing services, the program asks our
Nation’s struggling middle class to shoulder
even more burdens. | believe we should ask
them last, not first.

Specifically, | am disappointed the plan re-
sorts to yet more taxes on the middle class
through the new Btu tax on energy. This tax
will hit middle-class Americans wherever they
turn: at the gas pump, on their electric and
gas bills, and through the higher cost of many
consumer products. The total tax for the aver-
age household will be anywhere from $118 to
$460 per year depending on whose estimates
you believe. Through any tax on middle class
is too much, | would at least hope to see
some agreement on the numbers before Con-
gress proceeds. It's too important to go in
blindly.

| also have serious concerns about the im-
pact of higher Social Security taxes on our
senior citizens. For seniors with incomes
above $25,000 individually or $32,000 for cou-
ples, the President’s plan increases the tax-
able portion of social security benefits from 50
percent to 85 percent. | do not know anyone
who thinks that $25,000 or $32,000 is not mid-
dle class. Yet the President's plan asks the
most from these middle-class Americans by
raising their tax bills several hundred dollars
per year in addition to the energy taxes.

Because a significant number of my con-
stituents rely on mass transit to meet their
transportation needs, | am also disappointed
the program short changes mass transit. Over
the last 5 years the plan will provide billions of
dollars less than was authorized for those
years in 1991 under a President who was con-
sidered hostile to mass transit. | also oppose
the administration’s proposal to provide new
gas tax revenues entirely to highway pro-
grams, which would change a longstanding
policy of providing 20 percent of those reve-
nues to mass transit.

These transportation proposals overlook the
fact that mass transit programs contribute to
the economic development of our metropolitan
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areas by creating jobs and relieving traffic
congestion. It is shortsighted to ignore our
transit needs and deny our cities and counties
the benefits they gain from transit programs.

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, the people of
the Third Congressional District of lllinois un-
derstand the deficit problem and want deficit
reduction. But they want a serious and bal-
anced plan which achieves long-term fiscal re-
sponsibility without unfairly burdening the mid-
dle class. As we finalize our economic pro-
gram during the next several months, | will
continue to consult with my constituents on
the merits of the program and any proposed
revisions. But at present | must vote “no”.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in strong support of the resolution we are cur-
rently considering.

During the last election the American people
made it clear that they want action from their
Nation’s leadership to solve a number of sig-
nificant problems facing the United States.
They also made it clear that our current eco-
nomic quagmire is unacceptable.

By passing this blueprint for the budget for
the next fiscal year we are letting the Amer-
ican public know that the Congress is also
concerned about our national debt and that it
is willing to take aggressive actions to try to
resolve our problems, even if these actions
are occasionally unpopular.

It is clear that something must be done to
control the Federal deficit. Our national debt is
now five times what it was in 1980. Left un-
checked, the annual Federal deficit will hit
$638 billion by the year 2003. The practical
impact would be that living standards, which
once doubled every 25 years in this Nation,
would take nearly 100 years to double. This is
unacceptable.

As many people are quick to point out, the
resolution before us includes both spending
cuts and tax increases to reduce the deficit.
When reviewing the President's proposal, my
primary concern is that any increase in taxes
be apportioned in an equitable and rational
manner. | am convinced that the package we
are about to vote on meets the criteria.

The wealthy minority of the Nation, who for
years have benefited from ftrickle down eco-
nomics, must be required to pay their fair
share. Furthermore, we must not put any more
strain on families and individuals who are cur-
rently just making ends meet. These people,
the working and middle classes and the senior
citizens, are the backbone of our Nation.

Like most people who have taken the time
to carefully review the President's proposal,
there are items | disagree with. Nonetheless
the overall package places a minority of the
burden on the people and the corporations
which are in the best position to make conces-
sions.

Furthermore, | strongly support the portion
of President Clinton’s plan which calls for sub-
stantial spending cuts to help bring Federal
spending back into line. | will join the Presi-
dent in reviewing every Federal program and
making cuts wherever possible, and | would
like to take this opportunity to urge the Presi-
dent and my colleagues to take an especially
hard look at the increasing trend of academic
and corporate welfare.

In addition to the specific cuts that the
President has recommended | am committed
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to remaining an outspoken critic of Govern-
ment programs that do not benefit the Amer-
ican public, that have a negligible return on
their investments, or that are better suited for
the private sector.

In my testimony to the House Budget Com-
mittee last week, | recommended to the Presi-
dent and my colleagues in the Congress more
than $200 billion worth of additional cuts in
spending that can be made over the next 5
years. These specific cuts were also detailed
in the March 10 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

It would be foolish for the President or Con-
gress to ask Americans to make any sacrifices
if we are not doing all we can fo see that
abuse, mismanagement, and unnecessary
spending are eradicated.

Those of us who live in America have been
the beneficiaries of nearly 200 years of re-
sponsible economic policies. However, for the
last decade successive Presidents have used
their veto power to pursue and impose an irre-
sponsible course of fiscal policies that will
deny future generations of Americans the
quality of life and expectations that we have
enjoyed. This should be unacceptable to all of
us.

As a Member of Congress for the last 7
years | have been unduly frustrated by the in-
ability of the leadership of this Nation to take
seriously the threat posed by our overwhelm-
ing deficit. The U.S. deficit, if left unchecked,
could very easily be the downfall of this Na-
tion, and mere lip service will not make it go
away. Fortunately, President Clinton has taken
a leadership role in redirecting our ship of
state. It is now incumbent for the Congress
and the American people to support this dif-
ficult effort.

Mr. Chairman, colleagues, no solution will
be easy, nor will any solution be immediate.
Doing nothing, however, would be a crime
against the future.

For this reason, | support the resolution cur-
rently before us and | urge all of my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, | want to ad-
dress for a moment the defense portion of the
budget resolution.

| believe we can live with the figure for de-
fense for fiscal year 1994 that is embodied in
this resolution but it will not be easy, espe-
cially if additional budget factors come into
play which | will discuss later.

By 1997, it is projected that we will have 1.4
million men and women in uniform, the lowest
number since before Pearl Harbor.

By 1997, there will be 12 years of decline in
defense except for the one-time spike for
Desert Storm.

In a few years defense spending will be the
lowest percent of GNP since before World
War Il

Within a few years, over 600 overseas
bases will be shut down, scaled back, or
placed on standby.

We also have had, of course, a significant
reduction in domestic bases.

NEW POLICY REQUIRED

Now we all recognize that because of the
collapse of the former Soviet Union, significant
decreases in defense spending have been
warranted.

However, I'd like to make two observations
on that issue:
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First, as I've already pointed out, dramatic
reductions have been made and are projected
to be made in the future.

Second, the simple fact is that the new
world order is: not orderly; and not very new.

As the former head of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency recently stated: “With the
breakdown of communism, age old ethnics,
religious, political and regional conflicts have
reemerged with a vengeance”.

So we live in a very destabilized and volatile
global geopolitical situation, and as the world’s
only superpower we need a robust military ca-
pability on that global stage.

North Korea continues to develop nuclear
weapons.

Iran continues a vigorous military buildup.

Saddam Hussein is still around.

An unstable Russia currently has tens of
thousands of nuclear warheads.

There is a potential of a spreading conflict
in the Balkans.

We must develop a defense budget based
on a new national security policy as opposed
to budgetary numbers driving our decisions.

PERSONNEL ARE KEY

It is difficult to make a precise determination
as to what level of force structure and defense
spending is needed to deal with the world
geopolitical situation.

But there is one constant in this debate that
we know we need: well-trained, highly moti-
vated, professional men and women serving in
the Armed Forces.

We had that force in Desert Storm.

We have that force today.

However, | have observed long-lead indica-
tors that show we may have quality problems
in the future.

First, a poll which gauges the intention of
young people to enlist the armed services has
been on a downward curve.

Second, recently, the number of high school
graduates entering the service is declining. It
had been almost 100 percent and now its in
the low 90 percent for most of the services.

Third, frequent deployments must be drain-
ing morale; one Marine unit | inspected in So-
malia had been deployed abroad three straight
Christmases.

We must be very careful over the next few
years to ensure that a hollow force does not
reemerge.

As | look at the defense budget | see some
real funding problems we face:

We may very well want to restore the pay
cut to at least some of the military.

Anticipated management savings may not
materialize.

Inflation estimates may be too low.

If the Btu tax applies to the DOD, DOD will
have an additional major bill to pay.

Economic conversion will be expensive.

Cleanup of nuclear and chemical weapon
sites and conventional environmental cleanup
will be very costly.

The price tag for all these are expanding at
the very time the budget is declining.

If significant declines in defense continue in
the outyears, we may very well have to decide
between quality people versus expensive new
hardware programs.

If it comes to that, | will be for retaining the
quality force and reluctantly have to oppose
various high-dollar hardware programs.
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We need to maintain a quality force at all
costs.

If a new national security policy is not devel-
oped and we abide by the current national se-
curity commitments, the outyear budget levels
are too low.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, the Full Employ-
ment Act of 1946, as subsequently amended
by Humphrey-Hawkins, sets out specific nu-
merical goals for economic policy. As amend-
ed, there are three goals:

First, 4 percent unemployment;

Second, 3 percent inflation; and

Third, a 20 percent of gross national product
[GNP] cap on Federal spending.

These have been official congressional pol-
icy since 1979. But, of course, Congress
doesn't meet these goals, particularly the 20
percent of GNP spending limit.

The budget resolution before us today
would set spending levels for fiscal year 1994
at about 25 percent of GNP, far above Con-
gress’ official established policy.

Like so many other attempts to constrain
spending and balance the budget, Congress
has simply ignored Humphrey-Hawkins® statu-
tory spending limit goal, and that is why | be-
lieve a constitutional spending limit is needed.

With that in mind, I've introduced the bal-
anced budget/spending limitation amendment,
which would do three things: require a bal-
anced Federal budget; establish a Federal
spending limit, at 19 percent of GNP—a more
accurate historical average than Humphrey-
Hawkins' 20-percent limit—and, in order to
help enforce the foregoing requirements, pro-
vides the President with line-item veto author-

ny.

t!‘(Thna balanced budget/spending limitation
amendment is based upon two fundamental
premises: First, the Federal Government must
begin to live within its means; second, how the
Government lives within its means is as impor-
tant as the mere fact that it does live within its
means.

When the American people say they want a
balanced budget, they mean less Government
spending, not an increase in their already
heavy tax burden. Many of our offices have
been flooded in recent weeks with calls, let-
ters, and postcards demanding that Congress
cut spending first.

The balanced budget/spending limitation
amendment would protect against tax in-
creases—particularly the magnitude of tax in-
creases proposed by the President—by limit-
ing spending to 19 percent of GNP, the aver-
age level of revenue the Government has
been collecting for the last 25 years.

By tying Federal spending to GNP, the Kyl
amendment also gives Congress the incentive
to enact pro-growth economic policies. The
more the economy grows, the more Congress
can spend.

The need for a Federal spending limit is evi-
denced in two reports, one released by the
General Accounting Office [GAQ] last June.
The GAO projected that, based on current
trends, Federal spending could grow to 42.4
percent of GNP by the year 2020, from about
25 percent today, with a real per capita GNP
in the year 2020 unchanged from the current
level of $24,000 a year. In other words, if Fed-
eral spending isn't limited, there will be no im-
proved standard of living for the next genera-
tion.
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A report released in 1991 by Stephen
Moore of the Institute for Policy Innovation
came to similar conclusions about the propor-
tion of GNP the Government will command if
current trends are followed. The report con-
cluded that:

Meaningful, constitutional limits on the
growth of Federal spending are needed to
bring the size of government down to eco-
nomically sustainable levels. One way to
achieve this end would be to limit the per-
centage of GNP which the government can
command from the private economy.

Moreover, according to Dr. James M. Bu-
chanan, the 1986 Nobel laureate in economic
sciences:

Reducing government as a share of GNP
from its current level of 25 percent to, say, 20
percent would generate roughly a two per-
cent increase in the rate of growth in GNP.
And back-of-the-envelope arithmetic sug-
gests that by the early 2000s, and forever be-
yond, the real value of the programs fi-
nanced by government would be larger than
they would be under the regime that keeps
government's share at 25 percent.

This is precisely what the Kyl amendment
will do.

Mr. Chairman, the idea of a Federal spend-
ing limit is not new. It is set in law in Hum-
phrey-Hawkins, under which we are debating
today.

If this House is serious about deficit reduc-
tion, and about meeting the statutory goals it
has set for itself, it should reject the budget
resolution reported by the Budget Committee,
pass the alternative Kasich budget, and then
take up the balanced budget/spending limita-
tion amendment.

Let's heed the people’s call to cut spending
first.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, the House will
soon vote on the budget resolution for fiscal
year 1994—House Concurrent Resolution 64.
This congressional budget blueprint keeps the
implementation schedule of the President’s
economic program on track, and is almost a
month early in terms of the April 15 statutory
deadline. We are serious about long-term in-
vestment, reduced Federal spending, and defi-
cit reduction, and this plan shows it.

The budget resolution incorporates the long-
term investment strategies put forth by Presi-
dent Clinton. It designates true budget prior-
ities, recommending not only how much to
fund, but where to fund it. The President tar-
gets scarce resources where they are best
used—in human capital and physical capital—
which comprise the job-creating, growth-pro-
ducing sector of the economy.

The long-term investment priorities include
education, infrastructure, retraining for dis-
placed workers, Head Start, child immuniza-
tions against disease, health care research,
development of civilian technologies, and com-
munity economic development.

The budget resolution also accommodates
the President's proposed tax incentives for
economic growth, which include incentives for
investment in equipment and factory mod-
ernization, small business venture capital
stock, low-income housing and mortgage reve-
nue bonds, and expansion of the work-based
earned income tax credit.

House Concurrent Resolution 64 follows
through on the President’s goals for deficit re-
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duction, recommending some $510 billion in
reduced deficits over 5 years. It would halve
the deficit as a percentage of gross domestic
product, and more than meet the President's
1997 goal for deficit reduction.

We have unequivocally responded to our
constituents, who have called for higher levels
of reduced spending. The resolution makes an
additional $63 billion in spending cuts, and
$11 billion in reduced interest payments.

The spending cuts are tough, and they are
real. There will be $90 billion in entitiement
savings, including $48.3 bilion in reduced
Medicare payments to providers. However,
Medicare recipients are not hit with higher out-
of-pocket expenses. Defense spending is fur-
ther reduced, and annual discretionary spend-
ing is cut back below 1993 levels and then fro-
zen at those levels for 5 years. These are true
austerity measures on the part of the Federal
Government.

This belt-tightening may not be pleasant for
those affected, but the resulting overall eco-
nomic improvement, such as continued reduc-
tion in long-term interest rates, is healthy for
both consumers and business investment. A
healthy economy will provide more opportuni-
ties for high wage jobs and growing incomes.
That is what we are working toward with this
plan.

Mr. Chairman, the budget resolution incor-
porates President Clinton's economic plan for
investment, deficit reduction and budget prior-
ities. The plan provides the bricks and mortar
needed for an improved job market and higher
standard of living. With our support for this
legislation, we can use these materials to con-
struct a solid economic structure.

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
today we are considering a budget resolution
that mandates the most significant reduction in
the budget deficit since | have been in Con-
gress.

This budget reduces the deficit by $510 bil-
lion over the next 5 years and cuts spending
$63 billion more than the President has pro-
posed.

The economic effect is to cut the deficit as
a percent of gross domestic product in half:
from 4.9 percent in 1993 to 2.5 percent in
1998. This yields more savings and speeds
private sector capital formation resulting in
greater economic growth.

The economic assumptions used are con-
servative; as reported in the Wall Street Jour-
nal on Tuesday, many economists think we
will, in fact, achieve greater deficit reduction
and growth than this budget assumes.

This budget freezes discretionary spending
below the 1993 level for the next 5 years and
ensures that the 1997 deficit will be $144 bil-
lion less than under current spending.

Clearly, more difficult decisions lie ahead of
us in the battle to balance the budget.

| hope that we can uncover additional
spending cuts in the future and that we enact
both a balanced budget amendment and an
enhanced rescission process to bring the defi-
cit to zero. But today’s resolution moves us
closer to a balanced budget than we have
been at any time in the past decade.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in op-
position to the bill. We were elected by people
who realize the days of reckless Federal
spending must end. They expect us to come

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

here and establish fiscal priorities and make
difficult funding decisions between worthy pro-
grams.

The bill before us today does none of that.
Instead it says; “call the mint and tell them to
print up some new money, the Democrats
have a new spending bill.”

| agree with a number of the goals of this
bill. We should give more money to the WIC
Program, we should give more money to com-
munity development block grant assistance
and we should fully fund the 1991 highway
bill.

But that funding should come from estab-
lishing priorities, making tough choices and
cutting other programs. That's governing,
that's political courage. Adding to the deficit,
as this bill does, is an act of political coward-
ice. And worse, it's a blatant attempt by Presi-
dent Clinton to attach his name to an eco-
nomic recovery in which he played no part.

We have been told that this $16 billion
emergency bill is both an economic stimulus
package and a long-term investment in our
people. | wonder how the American people
are going to score some of the spending the
Democrats have slipped into this bill. How do
you think they will score the millions spent in
this bill for migratory bird management and
fisheries? Does that stimulate the economy or
is that an investment in people? How about
the millions spent over at the National Science
Foundation to give bureaucrats raises? How
many jobs will that create?

And no irresponsible spending bill would be
complete without the District of Columbia. The
District gets $28 million. The Democrats might
call that investment or stimulus but in lowa we
call that another bailout of the Nation's most
inefficient and bloated local government.

Every effort in committee to make this
spending package more responsible or at
least accountable was soundly rejected. | per-
sonally offered amendments at subcommittee
to put this spending on budget, so we don't
just borrow more and further exacerbate the
deficit.

This bill proposes to stimulate an economy
already on the move at a cost of $52,000 per
job created. At that rate it won't be very long
before the Democrats push us back into re-
cession. But this time they will have no one to
blame but themselves.

| urge my coltleagues to defeat this bill.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of our President and in
strong support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64, the budget resolution for fiscal year
1994. President Clinton told the American
people last fall, that if he was entrusted with
the responsibilities of executive governance,
he would bring change—change from the
human disregard of the past decade. He has
already delivered on that promise because,
like Martin Luther King, he believes that “what
self-centered men have torn down, other cen-
tered men can build up.”

The President and the Democrats in Con-
gress have presented an economic package
that will accomplish what no Republican even
attempted in 12 years. We have before us an
investment package that carefully balances
the needs and ambitions of our country—for
jobs, housing, education, and economic devel-
opment—with the daunting reality of an out of
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control budget deficit. The budget package ac-
complishes this delicate balance by fairly plac-
ing the greatest burden on those that reaped
the greatest returns in the hit-and-run 1980's.

Today, for the first time in more than a dec-
ade, the executive and legislative branches of
Government come together to outline the fu-
ture of this country. That future is paved by a
plan that commits $2 out of every $3 saved
from spending cuts and revenue increase for
deficit reduction, while $1 out of every $3
saved is used for new investment. As a result,
the budget achieves substantial deficit reduc-
tion while also making sizable new invest-
ments to improve long-term growth and ad-
dress unmet needs.

| must state for the record that | would have
preferred a package that went further in ad-
dressing the needs of our devastated commu-
nities, a package that would have contained
more social investment. | was particularly con-
cerned when $63 billion in cuts were added to
the President’s initial plan. These are real cuts
in significant areas, some of which hurt. That
is why | believe that the economic stimulus
package cannot be trimmed, cannot be al-
tered. We must hold the line on this cutting
frenzy. That is also why | supported the alter-
native budget package offered by the Con-
gressional Black Caucus and the congres-
sional progressive caucus which mirrored the
President’s package in many ways but added
to it in some areas. This alternative plan
achieved added investments for social pro-
grams through increasing the top corporate
tax rate from 36 to 38 percent and raising the
top rate on capital gains income from 28 to 31
percent. The alternative budget also elimi-
nated the two regressive provisions of the
Democratic tax package—the energy tax and
the increase in taxes on higher income Social
Security recipients. But, unfortunately, | realize
that we do not have the votes to make these
changes to the budget, so | believe strongly
that the Democratic budget is the best plan we
can pass through the Congress.

To understand fully the need for social in-
vestment and economic parity in this country,
we need to understand fully the present condi-
tion of this country and how we got here. We
must realize that the disastrous economic de-
cisions of the Reagan and Bush years have
choked us with a long running economic re-
cession, which has particularly affected low
wage laborers and people of color, and dam-
aged the prospects for long-term economic
growth in this country.

The senseless military buildup of the last
decade has been rendered useless by the
spread of democracy and the end of the cold
war. Money was stripped from housing and
other social programs to fuel the missiles and
tanks that now sit there and await the arrival
of a military enemy, while the enemies of pov-
erty, hopelessness, sickness, and inequality
devour our human potential. As Bill Clinton
and AL GORE articulated in their campaign lit-
erature, “during the 1980's, our Government
betrayed the values that made America great:
providing opportunity, taking responsibility, re-
warding work.”

As census data shows, there were 35.7 mil-
lion poor Americans in 1991, numbers which
had not been seen in this country since before
the great society programs of the 1960’s. It is
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important to note that this statistic is based on
the Government standard of poverty which
lists the average poverty threshold for a family
of four at under $14,000, which comes to ap-
proximately $67 per week to house, feed and
clothe each person in that family—an incon-
ceivable standard that requires careful review
and revision.

This increase in poverty was particularly
sharp among our youngest Americans, with
now over 14 million children officially classified
as poor. Like the overall number of poor peo-
ple, this number of poor children is greater
than at any time in the last two decades. Cer-
tainly, the recession has contributed harshly to
these numbers but it is not the sole culprit.
Even before the recession we saw many
working class families less able to put their
hands on the ladder of mobility, let alone at-
tempt a climb. According to the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities in Washington,
the principal determinants of these statistics
have been declining wages and a weakening
of the safety net.

A 1992 census report illustrated that the
proportion of full-time year round workers who
are paid wages too low to lift a family of four
out of poverty has grown sharply in recent
years. In 1979, some 12.1 percent of workers
were paid wages this low. By 1990, that figure
grew to 18 percent. The census data also re-
veals a long-term increase in poverty rates
among working families. The poverty rate for
families with children in which the family head
works climbed nearly one-fourth between 1980
and 1991.

But the declines in income have not been
across the board. Changes to the U.S. Tax
Code during the early 1980's robbed Pedro to
pay Paul. Average working families paid $5.8
billion more in taxes between 1977 and 1992,
while those families earning incomes over
$168,000 received a $83.7 billion windfall.
This redistribution of income is most starkly
portrayed by the statistic that in 1983, the
wealthiest 1 percent of the population con-
trolled 31.3 percent of the wealth but by 1989,
they controlled 37.1 percent of the wealth. To
understand the impact of these numbers think
of dividing $100 among 100 people. One per-
son would get $37 and the other 99 people
would each receive 68 cents. That is the state
of income distribution in this country.

The poisons of racism and sexism have fur-
ther aggravated wage disparities. While white
male weekly incomes average $509, those of
black and Hispanics average $374 and $328
respectively. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics also informs us that these same weekly
wages were $374 for white women, $323 for
black women, and $293 for Hispanic women,
making us the lowest paid of all groups.

A second factor pushing poverty rates up
over the past decade has been declines in
Government assistance programs, especially
those for the poor and the unemployed. Many
of these Government cuts were directed
where we could least afford them, our cities:
General revenue sharing was eliminated,
urban development action grants were elimi-
nated, community development block grants
were reduced by over $15 billion, assisted
housing money was cut by over 68 percent
and urban mass transit funding was cut by
close to $8 billion.
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These long-term trends have forcefully in-
tensified the polarization of our society into
those that have too much and those that have
no chance. In my home state of New York, the
1980's saw a 10-percent decline in the in-
comes of the poorest fifth of families but an
astounding 20-percent increase in the incomes
of the richest fifth of families. | believe that this
is not what the founding fathers—and moth-
ers—of our nascent Government had in mind
when they assembled “to form a more perfect
union” and “promote the general welfare” of
its citizens.

So it should come as no surprise that our
country wanted change. There was a desire
by the electorate for representation that was
more in touch with them, the desire to vote for
someone who had a genuine understanding of
the every day hardships faced by American
voters, the desire to vote for someone who
would fight for their interests, and the desire to
vote for someone who would make their lives
more secure. So, this country elected a Demo-
crat, Bill Clinton, to represent them in Wash-
ington.

We must now translate the political
empowerment illustrated by this election, into
economic empowerment for all Americans. We
must have the vision to advance those initia-
tives that will help people contribute to the
system in the long run, rather than drain from
the system. The budget initiatives before us,
some directly—others indirectly, will enable
our people to produce for themselves.

The budget resolution assumes the major
Clinton initiatives that put people first, protect
our children and assist the most vuinerable in
our society. The budget provides full funding
for Head Start. By 1999, this essential pro-
posal will help 1.4 million eligible, disadvan-
taged children get ready for school, stay
healthy with immunizations and health check-
ups, and receive nutritious meals.

By providing full funding of the Special Sup-
plemental Nutrition Program for women, in-
fants and children [WIC] by 1996, the budget
proposal will add 1.9 million pregnant women,
infants, and children to this vital program
which addresses infant mortality.

To reduce hunger in America, the budget
package increases food stamps by $7 billion
over the next 5 years. The measure also
makes a commitment to our youth by provid-
ing 2 million jobs in summer youth employ-
ment and training for economically disadvan-
taged youth aged 14 to 21 as well as funding
to repair and maintain Job Corps centers and
to begin building new ones.

The package also includes a substantial ex-
pansion in the earned income tax credit assist-
ance for very low-income people. The credit
would allow a minimum wage worker to at
least bring his or her family up to the poverty
line. The credit is tied to earnings so it re-
wards work.

To shelter our people and develop our
neighborhoods, the budget package makes a
substantial commitment to housing and com-
munity development. The package mirrors the
President's proposal to increase rental assist-
ance from 40,000 units to 100,000 units by
1998.

Although a comprehensive health care re-
form proposal will be presented to the Con-
gress by the administration in the spring, the
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President and the Democrats in Congress did
not ignore this issue in the budget proposal.
The resolution includes full funding for Ryan
White AIDS programs major increases for
childhood immunizations, substantial increases
in biomedical research for women’s health and
increases for more health clinics in low-income
urban neighborhoods.

Mr. Chairman, this is a budget package that
invests in our future and our people. | urge my
colleagues to support this budget and then
heed the call of Pericles to “wait for that
wisest of counselors—time,” for time will prove
this package to be right for America.

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, these last couple
of weeks, | have been wading through the let-
ters and listening to the flood of phone calls
from my neighbors back home. They are wor-
ried about how the economic proposals are
going to affect their pocketbooks.

My home State of New Jersey has not
bounced back from the recession. It currently
ranks 46th in job creation among the 50
States and February’s unemployment rate was
up from last month at an outrageous 7.8 per-
cent. Our economy needs an extra kick in the
pants and the stimulus package is just the
boost we are looking for. It promises jobs and
it will lay the groundwork for a stable and ex-
panding economy in the future.

The stimulus package would provide $16.3
billion in supplemental appropriations re-
quested by President Bill Clinton for invest-
ment in infrastructure; jobs and human re-
sources; community development; and energy,
environment, and technology programs. In-
cluded in the measure is $4 billion in manda-
tory spending to cover this year's costs of the
recent extension in emergency unemployment
benefits and $3 billion from the highway trust
fund for road construction and maintenance.

I'm reluctantly voting for the budget resolu-
tion. But the fact remains that we need a vehi-
cle to move the process of deficit reduction
and economic growth forward. Even though
this makes real and significant cuts in the
budget deficit; this resolution will reduce the
deficit by $510 billion in 5 years. Yet, | still feel
that additional cuts are needed and can be
found.

| am pleased that the House Budget Com-
mittee cut spending by an additional $63 bil-
lion and that the Senate is proposing even
greater spending cuts. Even |, as a freshman
in my first 2 months in office, was personally
responsible for saving the Federal Govern-
ment $70 million in one program. | plan to
continue my search for spending cuts when-
ever and wherever | can find them.

The budget resolution consolidates Presi-
dent Clinton's 5-year economic plan and the
$63 bilion in spending cuts made by the
House Budget Committee. It calls for deficit
reduction and investments in programs to gen-
erate economic growth over the next 5 years.

The vote on the budget resolution was ex-
tremely difficult for me because | am not satis-
fied with the total package but we have to put
a ceiling on the spending we do around here.
Even though it is not perfect, it was the best
plan offered to achieve my goals of job cre-
ation and long-term economic growth. The
whole is greater than the sum of its parts. The
resolution reported by the Budget Committee
significantly reduces the deficit, invests in
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America’s future, and makes the structural
changes that are desperately needed for a
healthy, stable, and growing economy.

The real cuts in spending will come out of
the Appropriations Committee and the real
revenue provisions will come out of the Ways
and Means Committee. If | am not satisfied
with the results of these committees when
they are presented, | simply will not vote for
them. But something must be done. For now,
the President deserves a change to have his
plan move forward.

It is not set in stone. This is only a blueprint.
If the spending cuts do not materialize and
Congress does not make significant attempts
to find additional cuts, then | reserve the right
not to support it.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64, the budget resolution for fiscal year
1984.

Do | believe that this budget is perfect? No.
Perfection is not an art we have mastered in
Washington, DC.

I, for one, have long been an opponent of
several of the cuts being proposed in this
package. | am opposed to cuts in the cost of
living adjustments to Federal retirees. | am op-
posed to cuts in Medicare reimbursement to
hospitals and doctors in the absence of na-
tional health care reform. | am opposed to
raising the percentage of Social Security ben-
efits subject to the income tax.

For every single provision of this budget, |
am confident we could find some group of
Members in opposition.

But Mr. Chairman, the time has come to fi-
nally move forward on our budget crisis and |
will not take part in derailing that effort, The
future economic and social health of our Na-
tion is at stake in this debate. If we allow our-
selves to pick this budget apart piece by
piece, it will collapse. This Nation cannot af-
ford for that to happen.

This budget will make a frontal assault on
our deficit crisis by producing $510 billion in
real deficit reduction over the next 5 years.

It will be long last move America toward the
kind of economy we must have in the post-
cold-war world by using Federal investment to
build a solid base for civilian high-technology
industries.

It recognizes that meeting our commitment
to infrastructure investment is crucial to stimu-
late the private sector growth which will create
good jobs for our people.

It recognizes that our most precious re-
sources—the American people—have too long
been overlooked. By increasing investment in
the Head Start Program, in worker retraining,
in health care research and treatment, and in
the economic viability of our cities, it finally re-
verses 12 years of neglect.

There is an old saying, Mr. Chairman, that
what wears down a traveler is not the moun-
tain in the distance—it is the grain of sand in
his shoe. Will the first steps along this road to
economic security be painful? Absolutely. But
for the good of the Nation, we cannot afford to
let that pain stop us from beginning the jour-
ney.
We have the opportunity today to place this
country firmly on the path to economic pros-
perity and a brighter future for our children.
We cannot let that chance pass us by.
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| urge my colleagues to join me in support-
ing the resolution.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 64, the budg-
et resolution for fiscal year 1994, and H.R.
1335 the stimulus and investment supple-
mental appropriations for fiscal year 1993,

On February 17, 1993, President Clinton un-
veiled his economic and deficit reduction pack-
age and gave this country new direction and
new hope for the future.

House Concurrent Resolution 64, and H.R.
1335, together largely embody President Clin-
ton's bold economic proposals. | strongly sup-
port these measures, which will reverse the
trends of the last 12 years that have created
huge deficits and economic decline, and will
put us on the path to long-term economic
growth.

Under the Reagan and Bush administra-
tions, most Americans experienced a decline
in their real wages; their families increasingly
had to rely on two-earner couples; they saw
the gap between the rich and poor widen; they
witnessed growing poverty and homelessness;
and they felt the threat of a ballooning Federal
deficit impeding economic recovery. Mr. Chair-
man, the American people have asked for
change.

The budget resolution and supplemental ap-
propriations, as a reflection of President Clin-
ton’s plan, offer major changes in economic
policy necessary to create jobs, reinvigorate
the economy, cut the Federal deficit and re-
store a measure of fairness to the system.

In a recovery that still lacks job growth, the
plan will generate more and better jobs for mil-
lions of Americans who are out of work. The
plan calls for increased funding for jobs pro-
grams and job training, mass transit, highway
construction, research and development, de-
fense conversion and a variety of other invest-
ment programs that will create an estimated 8
million jobs over the next 4 years.

The plan also increases investment in
human capital by providing funding for pro-
grams such as Head Start, child immunization,
education and fraining initiatives. Creating a
more healthy and productive work force is a
true investment in our future.

The plan also provides much needed fund-
ing for housing and community development
to help rebuild and revitalize our cities.

The budget resolution includes a credible
deficit-reduction plan, in which the Federal
deficit will be reduced by $510 billion over the
next 5 years. The resolution adds an addi-
tional $62 billion in discretionary spending cuts
to the President’s proposal. More than half of
the deficit reduction plan is to be achieved
through spending cuts. The remaining deficit
reduction will come from revenue increases.

The budget resolution restores a measure of
fairness to the system. The resolution calls for
the revenue proposals included in the Presi-
dent's package. The wealthiest few who paid
less taxes on higher incomes in the 1980's will
be asked to pay their fair share. Those making
over $100,000 a year, will pay 70 percent of
the new taxes,

With the increased earned income tax credit
and increased funding for food stamps, also
recommended by the President, people mak-
ing under $30,000 will pay virtually no in-
crease in taxes and those making less than
$10,000 will actually pay fewer taxes.
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Mr. Chairman, we may not like all of the
items in the President's package, however, it
represents a break from the failed policies of
the past and a step in the right direction. |
urge all of my colleagues to support the Presi-
dent and vote for House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64 and H.R. 1335.

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, today we take
a definitive step toward long-term deficit re-
duction. Long an issue of tremendous concern
to Tennessee's Third Congressional District
and myself, the national debt has paralyzed
our efforts toward steady job growth and eco-
nomic stability. Taming the national debt will
free up critical resources needed for programs
that have real promise and provide hope to
the men, women, and children of this country.

The budget resolution before us is by no
means perfect. It is representative of a com-
promise between dramatic spending cuts and
revenue increases. House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64 is an outline for our spending and rev-
enue intake over the next fiscal year. It is a
starting point in the budget process that, as it
stands now, will yield $510 billion in deficit re-
duction over the next 5 years.

| want to applaud the Budget Committee for
offering $63 billion more in budget cuts above
what the President offered. | was one of sev-
eral Members who encouraged the committee
and the President to find greater savings. We
are on the right track. But let's not stop cutting
there. Now we should look for even more
areas for reductions. Let us issue a challenge
to our colleagues to weigh in below the discre-
tionary budget caps for fiscal year 1994 and
take an even bigger chunk out of the deficit.

Mr. Chairman, the passage of this budget
resolution is not without some pain. While it
does not target specific programs or types of
tax increases, it does set limits which will un-
doubtedly have some impact on the public.
Thousands of my constituents have called for
a good faith effort by Congress to reduce
spending before they consider raising any type
of taxes. This resolution offers just that. | have
heard from many who are willing to consider
a fair, but limited tax increase if the spending
cuts are there. The next couple of months will
afford the Members time to judge the specifics
of the package to see if it meets the test of
fairness and achieves our objectives.

Failure to pass the fiscal year 1994 budget
resolution will show the American people that
gridlock and irresponsibility continue to prevail
in Congress and the executive branch. Let us
move forward with the resolution, begin the
budget process, and get this country back on
its feet. It is time to make the tough decisions,
face our problems head on and launch an all
out assault on wasteful Government spending
and the national debt. Vote “yes” on House
Concurrent Resolution 64.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
has expired.

Under the rule, the Committee rises.

0 2050

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) having assumed the chair,
Mr. SERRANO, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
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the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
64) setting forth the congressional
budget for the U.S. Government for the
fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and
1998, he reported the concurrent resolu-
tion back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered on the concurrent resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 183,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 85]
AYES—243

Abercrombie Fields (LA) McDermott
Ackerman Filner McHale
Andrews (ME) Fingerhut McKinney
Andrews (TX) Flake MeNulty
Applegate Foglietta Meehan
Bacchus (FL) Ford (MI) Meek
Baesler Frank (MA) Menendez
Barcia Frost Mfume
Barlow Furse Miller (CA)
Barrett (WI) Gejdenson Mineta
Becerra Gephardt Minge
Beilenson Gibhons Mink
Berman Glickman Moakley
Bevill Gonzalez Mollohan
Bilbray Gordon Montgomery
Bishop Green Moran
Blackwell Gutierrez Murphy
Bonior Hall (OH) Murtha
Borski Hamburg Nadler
Boucher Hamilton Natcher
Brewster Harman Neal (MA)
Brooks Hastings Neal (NC)
Browder Hayes Oberstar
Brown (CA) Hefner Obey
Brown (FL) Hilllard Olver
Brown (OH) Hinchey Ortiz
Bryant Hoagland Orton
Byrne Hochbrueckner Owens
Cantwell Holden Pallone
Cardin Hoyer Parker
Carr Hughes Pastor
Chapman Hutto Payne (NJ)
Clay Inslee Payne (VA)
Clayton Jefferson Pelosi
Clement Johnson (GA) Penny
Clyburn Johnson (8D) Peterson (FL)
Coleman Johnson, E. B. Peterson (MN)
Collins (IL) Johnston Pickle
Collins (MI) Kanjorski Pomeroy
Condit Kaptur Poshard
Conyers Kennedy Price (NC)
Cooper Kennelly Rahall
Coppersmith Kildee Rangel
Costello Kleczka Reed
Coyne Klein Reynolds
Cramer Klink Richardson
Danner Kopetski Roemer
Darden Kreidler Rose
de la Garza LaFalce Rostenkowski
Deal Lambert Rowland
DeFazio Lancaster Roybal-Allard
DeLauro Lantos Rush
Dellums LaRocco Sabo
Derrick Laughlin Sanders
Deutsch Lehman Sangmeister
Dicks Levin Sarpalius
Dingell Lewis (GA) Sawyer
Dixon Lloyd Schenk
Dooley Lowey Schroeder
Durbin Maloney Schumer
Edwards (CA) Mann Scott
Edwards (TX) Manton Serrano
Engel Markey Sharp
English (AZ) Martinez Shepherd
English (OK) Matsui Skaggs
Eshoo Mazzoli Skelton
Evans McCloskey Slattery
Fazio McCurdy Slaughter

Smith (IA)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Bwift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin

Allard
Andrews (NJ)
Archer
Armey
Bachus (AL)
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest.
Cox

Crane

Crapo
Cunningham
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Fish

Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Gallo

Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte

Ford (TN)
Henry

So the concurrent resolution was
agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

Tejeda
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Unsoeld
Valentine
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer

NOES—183

Goodling
Goss
Grams
Grandy
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Houghton
Huffington
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Inhofe
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kyl
Lazio
Leach
Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Long
Machtley
Manzullo
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
McCandless
MeCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
MeMillan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Miller (FL)
Molinari

NOT VOTING—4

Myers
Quillen

0O 2111

as above recorded.
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‘Washington
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Moorhead
Morella
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paxon

Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Ravenel
Regula
Ridge
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Santorum
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sundquist
Talent
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Terkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vueanovich
Walker
Walsh
Weldon
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

REMOVAL OF NAMES OF
COSPONSORS FROM H.R. 1178

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
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all of the cosponsors be removed from
H.R. 1178.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCDERMOTT). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, | was in a
meeting and inadvertently missed rolicall vote
No. 83, the motion offered by Mr. BURTON to
strike the resolving clause. Since this motion
would have killed House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64, the budget resolution, | would have
voted “nay.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, | wish to state for
the RECORD that on rolicall vote number 79, |
inadvertently voted “no” when | had intended
to vote “yes."”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous
consent that all Members may have 5 legisla-
tive days in which to revise and extend their
remarks, and include extraneous material, in
the RECORD on House Concurrent Resolution
64

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT
TUESDAY, MARCH 23, 1993, TO FILE
PRIVILEGED REPORT ON H.R. 670,
THE FAMILY PLANNING AMENDMENTS
ACT OF 1992

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on Rules
may have until midnight on the night of Tues-
day, March 23, 1993, to file a privileged report
with respect to H.R. 670, the Family Planning
Amendments Act of 1993.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1993

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 132 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 132

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider
further in the House the bill (H.R. 1335) mak-
ing emergency supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993,
and for other purposes. All points of order
against the bill are waived. It shall be in
order to consider one amendment, if offered
by the chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations. The amendment shall be consid-
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ered as read, shall be debatable for ten min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the question. All
points of order againat the amendment are
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the amendment and on
the bill to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit, if of-
fered by Representative Michel of Illinois or
his designee. A motion to recommit with in-
structions shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER-
RICK] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DREIER], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is yielded for the
purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 132
makes in order the further consider-
ation of H.R. 1335, the President’s eco-
nomic stimulus bill, in the House. The
resolution waives all points of order
against the bill and makes in order one
indivisible amendment if offered by the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations. The amendment will be con-
sidered as read and debatable for 10
minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent. The amendment will not be sub-
ject to further amendment and all
points of order against the amendment
will be waived.

Finally, under the resolution the pre-
vious question will be considered as or-
dered on the amendment and the bill to
final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit, if
offered by Representative MICHEL or
his designee. If the motion to recom-
mit contains instructions, the motion
will be debatable for 1 hour, equally di-
vided by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

Mr. Speaker, in the publication enti-
tled **A Vision of Change for America,"
the President outlines a plan to begin
the process of restoring the American
dream for us and our children.

The President’s plan has three key
elements: economic stimulus, to create
jobs now while laying the foundation
for long-term economic growth; public
investments to increase the productiv-
ity of our people and our businesses;
and a serious, fair, and balanced defi-
cit-reduction plan to stop the Govern-
ment from draining the private invest-
ments that generate jobs and increase
incomes.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1335 embodies the
first element of the President’s three-
part plan: the economic stimulus. The
bill invests in the improvement of our
infrastructure by financing improve-
ments for our highways. airports, and
mass transit systems. These improve-
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ments will put thousands of Americans
back to work and help place our Nation
on an equal footing with competitors
who have already invested heavily in
their infrastructures.

The bill invests in our people by pro-
viding additional resources for edu-
cation and job training like summer
youth employment, college loans and
grants, and elementary and secondary
school assistance. This will help all
Americans, not just a privileged few, to
acquire the skills it takes to succeed in
today's competitive global environ-
ment.

The bill also invests in research and
development by accelerating the devel-
opment and use of science and tech-
nology through enhanced computer de-
velopment and deployment, tele-
communications network promotion,
engineering, and scientific research.
This type of investment will ensure our
Nation remains a world leader in these
fields.

Finally, for those who want to work
but cannot find jobs, the bill provides
$4 billion to fund extended unemploy-
ment benefits to the 1.9 million indi-
viduals who have exhausted their State
unemployment benefits. The President
signed this legislation earlier this
month,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 132
will allow the House to complete expe-
ditiously its consideration of this im-
portant legislation to boost a weak
economy, create jobs, and begin to in-
vest in our country’s future. I urge my
colleagues to support the rule and the
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, my voice may not be
strong, but there was no way in the
world that I was going to miss the op-
portunity to rise here in strong opposi-
tion to this rule. This gag rule is a
clear reflection of a Democratic leader-
ship that opposes open debate, that
scoffs at fiscal responsibility, and that
pays nothing more than lipservice to
the rights of the people's Representa-
tives here in this House.

Mr. Speaker, the vote on this rule
represents one of the clearest votes on
fiscal responsibility that we will have
this year. It presents a distinct choice
upon which the American people can
judge their elected representatives.
The vote on this rule will separate the
House of Representatives into two sim-
ple groups. On one hand, there are
those who support change in Congress,
responsibility for spending, and truth
in government.
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They will vote ‘‘no’” on this rule; on
the other hand, there are those who
support business as usual, prolific
spending, and want to hide responsibil-
ity from the American people—those
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Members will vote ‘‘yes’’ on this hor-
rible rule.

Mr. Speaker, this closed rule strips
every Member of Congress, Democrats
and Republicans, of their right to offer
an amendment to reduce spending on
an appropriations bill. Historically, the
vast majority of emergency appropria-
tions bills come to the floor under a
procedure that permits Members to
call a vote on particular spending
items.

Those urgent supple